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Comments Received
on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft EIS

This volume includes copies of the written comments and public hearing testimony received
on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) issued in
June 2000. Because the project has changed substantially since issuance of the DEIS,
most of the specific questions and issues raised by these comments are not relevant to the
current project design. Broad issues such as impacts on water quality, wetlands, schools,
air quality, and noise are addressed in the analysis presented in the Draft Supplemental EIS
(DSEIS) and its Technical Appendices, as those issues relate to the current design.
General responses to each of the agency letters are provided on the following pages.

This volume also provides general responses to the individual letters that raised questions for
which direct responses may not be apparent in the DSEIS. A separate formal public comment
period is being held for new comments on the analysis presented in the Southeast Issaquah
Bypass DSEIS, and for new comments on the current project design. The date and time for
this hearing is identified in the SEPA Fact Sheet at the front of the DSEIS document.
Comments received on the DSEIS will be addressed in the Final EIS for this project.
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Responses to June 2000 Draft EIS Comment Letters

General Responses to Agency Letters

Department of Ecology (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Wetlands,
Floodplains, Water Quality, and Hydrologic Systems (Chapter 4). Proposed mitigation
measures are also identified in each of these elements.

Regarding potential speculative development, planned development considered under
cumulative impacts analysis is based on information provided by the City of Issaquah and
King County. Each of the major development projects considered have been evaluated by
project-specific environmental impact statements and are under varying degrees of on-going
development. In addition, an environmental impact statement is currently being prepared for
the largest project immediately adjacent to the proposed Southeast Bypass roadway, the
Park Pointe development. Therefore, this development is not considered speculative and
was anticipated within the City’s comprehensive plan, consistent with growth management
guidelines.

Under concurrency requirements of the statewide Growth Management Act, cities must
identify expected development within their jurisdiction and plan transportation improvements
to serve the expected rate of growth based on this development. The proposed Southeast
Bypass arterial is intended to provide one component of the necessary transportation
improvements required by the city to serve future development. Based on current levels of
development and projects expected to be completed within the cumulative impacts area
defined for this analysis, additional capacity will be needed throughout the city to meet future
travel demands.

Washington Fish and Wildlife (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2) Wetlands,
Fisheries, and Floodplains (Chapter 4).

Washington Department of Natural Resources (8/15/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Recreation section under Social
Elements and Land Use (Chapter 4), and Section 4f evaluation (Chapter 6).
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Environmental Protection Agency (8/28/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Purpose and Need (Chapter 1),
Alternatives and Traffic Analysis (Chapter 2), Affected Environment (Chapter 3),
Floodplains, Hydrologic Systems, Water Quality, Schools under Social Elements, Land Use,
Air Quality, Vegetation and Wildlife, and Fisheries (Chapter 4).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife (9/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Floodplains,
Hydrologic Systems, Water Quality, Wetlands, Vegetation and Wildlife, Fisheries,
Threatened and Endangered Species, Historic and Cultural Resources, and Recreation
(Chapter 4), Section 4(f) evaluation (Chapter 6).

Issaquah Parks and Recreation (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities section
under Social Elements, Recreation, and Vegetation and Wildlife (Chapter 4), and Section
4(f) evaluation (Chapter) 6.

Alternative 4 is no longer the preliminary preferred alternative in this DSEIS and the South B
alignment has been dropped from further consideration. Alternative 6 is now identified as
the preliminary preferred alternative and includes the South C alignment in the southern
project area. The South C alignment would have far fewer impacts on the natural
environment and would avoid many of the issues raised under the former South B approach.

The cumulative impacts study area has been modified in the DSEIS. Although a number of
potential projects have been identified within the cumulative impacts section, detailed
information has not been obtained to allow a quantitative analysis within each individual
element. The DSEIS does, however, include new discussions of cumulative impacts in many
of the environmental elements, providing additional analysis of these potential impacts.

Puget Sound Regional Council (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following section of
this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2) and Land Use
(Chapter 4).
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Issaguah School District (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Noise, Land
Use, and Recreation section under Social Elements (Chapter 4).

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (8/15/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Water Quality and Hydrological
Systems (Chapter 4).

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe (8/15/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Hydrologic
Systems, Floodplains, Water Quality, Wetlands, Vegetation and Wildlife, Fisheries, and
Threatened and Endangered Species (Chapter 4).

General Responses to Selected Individual Letters

Letter from John MacDuff (7/6/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. State and local agencies will
make the final decision regarding issuance of permits for the proposed project. Information
provided in this DSEIS will be used in determining whether the City of Issaquah has met
appropriate conditions for issuance of all permits necessary for the proposed roadway
construction.

Letter from John MacDuff (7/7/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Chapter 6 of the DSEIS includes
additional information regarding public comments on the Southeast Bypass project. The
summary of comments included in the Draft EIS was provided to indicate the nature of
comments received on the proposed project during the six-year history of the project,
without necessitating reprinting each letter. Federal regulations allow such summarization
to prevent EIS documents from becoming overly long in length (Code of Federal
Regulations [40 CFR 1500.4]). This DSEIS does contain a copy of each letter received
during the formal comment period on the Draft EIS in a separate volume, and new
environmental analysis is provided throughout this document.
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Letter from Larry Franks (7/24/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes in
the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections of
this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives and Traffic Analysis (Chapter 2).

Regarding regional cooperation, the City of Issaquah sponsored a series of High Capacity
Transit workshops in late 1997 and early 1998 attended by city, county and regional transit
officials. The HCT workshops were intended, in part, to address regional concerns for
transit service in the Issaquah area. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass was prepared in cooperation with King County, as has been
this Draft Supplemental EIS. Issaquah has continually participated in commute trip
reduction, growth management, and land use planning efforts that require regional
cooperation. The City remains committed to working with adjacent jurisdictions in seeking
appropriate regional solutions to multi-jurisdictional issues in east King County and beyond.

Letter from Jim Brady (8/1/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Vegetation
and Wildlife, Recreation section under Social Elements, and Visual Quality (Chapter 4).

The locations of each of the proposed build alternatives have been identified on engineering
alignment drawings that include detailed survey and topographic information. Extensive
field visits, combined with ground-level and aerial photographs of the project area, have
assisted EIS contributors in determining potential impacts of the proposed project without
the need for additional field marking of each route.

The environmental analysis for the South SPAR and Sunset Interchange project was
provided in a separate document because the improvements associated with that work were
identified as an independent project. The cumulative impacts section of Chapter 4 in this
Draft Supplemental EIS addresses the potential combined impacts from the South
SPAR/Sunset Interchange project and those of the Southeast Bypass project.

Letter from Rhys A. Sterling (7/17/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections of
this DSEIS addresses issues identified in this letter: Floodplains, and Hydrologic Systems
(Chapter 4).

This letter presents considerable flood data prepared by the author, most of which is in
connection to site-specific information on his client's property. This data is not reprinted
here. Since completion of the Draft EIS, a new study of the floodplain within the city was
conducted by Montgomery Water Group, including new floodplain mapping. The analysis in
this DSEIS is consistent with this new material and the Floodplains and Hydrologic Systems
section of this document reflect consideration of this recent data.
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Letter from Robert Rakita (8/4/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Hydrologic Systems, Water Quality,
and Geology and Soils, (Chapter 4).

The Geology and Soils Technical Report prepared for the Draft EIS in 1998 does not verify
the conditions described in the 1978 study to which the writer refers. Geologic borings were
conducted, and test pits were also used, to determine existing conditions in the Southeast
Bypass area for the 1998 study.

Letter from Virginia Blodgett (8/11/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2) Water Quality,
Hydrologic Systems, and Noise (Chapter 4).

The proposed project’s previous connection nearest 238th Way SE, the South B alignment,
has been dropped from further consideration. Impacts for the new South A alignment, which
is further removed from 238th Way SE than the former South B alignment, are described in
this DSEIS.

Letter from Linda N. Souma (8/1/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following section of
this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2).

Through a series of meetings held in summer 1997, it was determined that each of the
Issaquah area projects would have independent utility, and therefore, would be subject to
separate environmental review. These meetings, attended by Issaquah, Washington State
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and project consultant team
members, resulted in agreement that independent review should proceed (Position Paper
on Segmentation, May 14, 1997; Meeting Notes with FHWA dated August 5 and September
9, 1997). This was determined to be true for all three Issaquah-area projects. The North
SPAR project would exist even if the South SPAR project had not been built, and it would
still serve the Issaquah Highlands development. The South SPAR project was considered
dependent on the 1-90 Sunset Interchange and that is why those two projects were linked in
a single environmental impact statement. The South SPAR/Sunset Interchange project,
however, was not considered dependent on construction of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
or the North SPAR project. Finally, the Southeast Issaquah Bypass is not considered
dependent on either of the SPAR projects, nor the 1-90 Sunset Interchange Improvements.

Since issuance of the Southeast Bypass Draft EIS, both the North SPAR and South
SPAR/Sunset Interchange projects have been completed and are serving local traffic needs
as intended. Therefore, even if the proposed Southeast Bypass project is not constructed,
these two projects will continue to function as designed.
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Letter from Connie Marsh (8/7/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes in
the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections of
this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives and Traffic Analysis (Chapter 2)
Land Use, Noise, Visual Quality, Economics, Floodplains, Hydrologic Systems, and Wetlands.

To date, negotiations with permitting agencies have occurred through the Interagency
Merger Agreement review process. Coordination with signatory agencies to this agreement
is described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 6 of this DSEIS. Signatory agencies have provided
input and guidance with respect to project purpose and need, alternatives considered, and
project design, but no agency has formally “rejected” the proposed project. Federal, state,
and local agencies will make final decisions regarding permit requests for the proposed
project, and the City of Issaquah will make the final decision for, or against, construction of
the proposed Southeast Bypass arterial roadway.

Letter from John C. McCullough (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Alternatives (Chapter 2), Land Use,
Wetlands, and Floodplains (Chapter 4).

The proposed Southeast Bypass would include a berm along its eastern side under Alternatives
3 and 4, which would pass immediately adjacent to the shooting range. Shooting activities at the
range are oriented in an easterly direction, away from the proposed roadway. The proposed
berm would provide an additional level of protection for drivers using the Southeast Bypass
arterial. If it becomes apparent during design that unanticipated conflicts between the range and
the proposed roadway could occur, other safety measures, such as walls or added landscaping,
may be considered adjacent to the roadway.

Letter from Terrie Thomson (8/15/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. Alternative 4 is no
longer proposed as the preliminary preferred alternative. Presently, Alternative 6 has been
designated the preliminary preferred alternative and the new design under that alternative
would include the North C and South C alignments. The proposed project alternatives are
described in more detail in this DSEIS in the Alternatives discussion (Chapter 2).

Letter from John MacDuff (8/13/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. The proposed Southeast
Issaquah Bypass project is identified in the City’s comprehensive land use plan and has also
been included in King County and Puget Sound Regional Council documents identifying
proposed projects in the Issaquah area.

The Southeast Bypass project is currently undergoing environmental review, and this DSEIS
presents additional information on the project. This information will be used by the City of
Issaquah in making its final decision regarding construction of the proposed roadway.

page xii Comment Letters Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Draft Supplemental EIS



Presently, no permits for the project have been issued. If the city decides to build the Southeast
Bypass project, applications for construction permits, and other permits associated with the
project, would be made after project approval and prior to project construction.

Letter from Save Lake Sammamish (8/8/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. The following sections
of this DSEIS address issues identified in this letter: Traffic Analysis and Alternatives
(Chapter 2), Water Quality, Hydrologic Systems, Floodplains, Vegetation and Wildlife,
Fisheries, Air Quality, and Wetlands (Chapter 4).

A preliminary preferred alternative, Alternative 4, was identified throughout Chapter 4 of the
Draft EIS. This DSEIS presently identifies Alternative 6 as the preliminary preferred
alternative for the project, however the southern alignment under this alternative has
changed to include the new South C alignment. Chapter 2 of this DSEIS provides more
detail on the proposed project alternatives.

Letter from Issaquah Environmental Council (8/14/00)

Response to Comments: Thank you for your comments. Because of significant changes
in the proposed project design since completion of the Draft EIS, new analysis of potential
environmental impacts is presented in this Draft Supplemental EIS. This letter contained
reprints of numerous newspaper articles, letters to the editor, and other comments on the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass project over the past several years. That material is not
reproduced here, however issues raised in press coverage and editorial comments are
addressed throughout this SDEIS document.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

P.O. Box 47600 * Olympia, Washington 98504-7600
(360) 407-6000 * TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006

August 14, 2000

Mr. Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12" Ave NE
Issaquah WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass (FHWA-WA-EIS-00-1D). We have reviewed
the DEIS and have the following comments.

Alternatives:

All of the alternatives presented include capacity for future development that is planned
for the surrounding community. Based on statements in the DEIS and referenced studies
of water quality impacts, 303(d) listed parameters, flooding, drop in aquifer levels, and
impacts to bull trout habitat; it appears that the proposed development may be
speculative, based on obtaining water rights and meeting water quality standards and the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements. If the proposed developments are
speculative, an alternative that deals strictly with the immediate and future growth needs,
without inclusion of the adjacent build-outs should be presented in the final
environmental impact statement (FEIS). For the existing alternatives that are presented,
an explanation of how the proposed adjacent development can deal with these issues
should be included to justify the need for the additional capacity.

The DEIS did not discuss the feasibility of utilizing a tolling station, in conjunction with
a park & ride, at the intersection of SR 18 and Issaquah-Hobart Road as an alternative.
This option may provide a superior choice, in that it would avoid or minimize wetland
impacts.

As presented in the DEIS, Ecology can not concur with alternative #4 as the preferred
alternative, which includes the South B alignment and the more substantial wetland
impacts (.92 acre versus .30 acre for the North B alignment). Choosing this alternative as
preferred does not follow the required mitigation sequencing approach of avoidance,
minimization, and then compensatory mitigation of wetland impacts. Other alternatives
presented within the DEIS, specifically alternatives #3 and #5, have much lower direct
and indirect impacts to the aquatic environment.

Mr. Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 2

As stated in the DEIS, alternative #4 was chosen as the preferred alternative due to the
higher social impacts of the other alternatives. The social impacts associated with
alternatives #3 and #5, which do not result in a bisecting of the school property, do not
seem to warrant the additional environmental impacts that would result with the
alternative #4 alignment.

The social impacts presented to justify alternative #4 as the preferred alternative is the
impact to 6 residences that would be compensated with a fair market value. To mitigate
for these social impacts, the proponents could offer greater than the fair market value,
while avoiding the increased wetland impacts and additional mitigation associated with
these impacts.

Wetlands:

It is unclear whether the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers verified the wetland delineation
for this project.

Although the direct wetland fill footprint is presented in the DEIS, other resulting impacts
from bisecting the wetland adjacent to the LDS Church with the proposed South B
alignment are not presented. Discussion should be included in the FEIS that defines the
additional impacts that will occur as a result of bisecting the wetland, including at a
minimum: disruption of habitat connectivity, impacts to aesthetics, and noise and human
disturbance impacts to species using the wetland. These impacts would be reduced if the
South A alignment were selected because it does not go through the center of the existing
wetland.

Clarify how wetland buffer impacts were calculated in the DEIS. The chart on page 4-69
indicates a 25-foot buffer width for Category 2 and 3 wetlands (Ecology wetland rating
system). Scientific literature’ and Ecology’s guidance do not support 25-foot buffers as
adequate to protect various wetland functions.  If this buffer width was used to calculate
wetland buffer impacts for both road alignments, then these impacts will be greater than
indicated in the DEIS.

The DEIS states on page 4-74 that, “stormwater conveyance facilities...would be
designed and sited to avoid wetland areas as much as possible.” The maps for both
alignments indicate, however, that stormwater ponds will be located within wetland
buffers. Ecology’s current Stormwater Management Manual for the Puget Sound Region
states:

! Castelle, AJ., AW. Johnson and C. Conolly. 1994. Wetland and Stream Buffer Size Requirements — A
Review. Journal of Environmental Quality. Vol. 23 No. 5.
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Mr. Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 3

“Consider existing wetlands only if upland alternatives are inadequate to solve
the existing or potential problem. Use of Waters of the State and Waters of the
United States, including wetlands, for the treatment or conveyance of wastewater
(including stormwater) is prohibited under state and federal law.”

Such an engineered facility, no matter how well maintained, does not support the natural
functions that wetlands provide, due to the differences in purpose, structure and
processes. Likewise, such facilities should be placed outside of wetland buffers, in order
to preserve their protective functions. If site constraints require the placement of such a
facility within a wetland buffer, then adequate compensatory mitigation should be
provided to ensure the continued protection of the wetland resource.

Information on the size and age of the trees located in wetland GW is not included in the
DEIS. If it contains a mature forested component, wetland GW may need to be re-
evaluated utilizing Ecology’s wetland rating system® to determine whether it is a
Category I wetland, containing irreplaceable ecological functions.

Effects to forested wetlands from an altered hydrologic regime need to be discussed.
Page 4-197 of the DEIS states, “it is likely that some of the detention system discharges
would enter wetlands in the bypass corridor, potentially affecting local water levels and
vegetation communities adapted to existing conditions. These unavoidable impacts would
be minor.” As stated above, wetlands should not be receiving stormwater discharges, as
this would most likely violate the antidegradation policy. Changes to the hydrologic
regime can eliminate a forested wetland. Adequate stormwater detention and treatment
should be provided in this project, thereby evading these “unavoidable” impacts.
Estimate the amount of hydroperiod alteration that is expected for this project.

Flooding/Stormwater:

As stated in the DEIS on page 4-51, flooding concerns in the lower elevation areas is
becoming a problem for the City of Issaquah. Increase of flooding due to the additional
impervious surfaces will need to be addressed and mitigated. Preservation or creation of
upstream flow detention wetlands or aquifer recharge areas should be evaluated as an
opportunity to reduce flooding impacts associated with the additional impervious surfaces
of the new road. Another option that should be considered is the removal of abandoned
impervious surfaces in the aquifer recharge zones in the lower valley areas.

Table 4-11 is unclear — the “existing wetland” column has different acreage than
presented in other sections of the document.

* Washington Department of Ecology. 1993. Washington State Wetlands Rating System (Western
Washington). Publication No. 93-74. hitp://www.wa.gov/ecology/biblio/93074.html

Mr. Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 4

On page 4-43 there is discussion of infiltration for stormwater, and the statement is made
that preliminary studies indicate that infiltration should be feasible. The FEIS should
present a contingency plan for infiltration of stormwater in other locations providing that
the estimated areas for treatment do not perform as expected.

The discussion of fisheries impacts in Chapter 4 is disturbing. It is stated that the bypass
project will result in additional pollutant loadings to the north and south tributaries of
Issaquah Creek. This is not a permitted discharge, and any discharges to these tributaries
must meet water quality standards, and cannot result in additional pollutant loading or
increased temperatures.

Increases in runoff quantity will also need to be addressed. The assumption in this
section that this project will increase flow volume that will impact the tributaries is also
incorrect. The stormwater for the project must meet quantity and quality requirements,
and no new discharge is allowed to waters of the state that will impact beneficial uses as
defined within the Water Quality Standards.

Shorelands:

All shoreline permits will be in accordance with the local Shoreline Master Programs and
applicable state Chapter 90.58 RCW, Shoreline Management Act of 1971; Chapter 173-
16 WAC, Shoreline Management Act Guidelines for Development of Master Programs;
and Chapter 173-26 WAC, Shoreline Management Permit and Enforcement Procedures.

Mitigation:

Clarify what mitigation is proposed for temporary and cumulative wetland impacts.
Although the DEIS states on page 4-73, “This mitigation plan will address creation of
new wetland areas...to compensate for temporary construction impacts and unavoidable
long-term impacts,” it appears that the proposed mitigation measures use a replacement
ratio that is based only on fill impacts to wetlands.

Clarify the mitigation measures for construction activities in wetlands, as included on
page 4-178 of the DEIS. Specifically, will these measures include no work in wetlands
or their buffers in the rainy winter period? Will temporary stormwater detention be
provided? The statement on this page, “grading and filling...may allow sediment-laden
runoff to drain into wetlands and Issaquah Creek tributaries” needs to be explained.

More emphasis on avoidance of these impacts needs to be investigated. Washington’s
antidegradation policy (WAC 173-201A-070) provides the basis for protecting wetlands
under chapter 90.48 RCW. It states that "existing beneficial uses shall be maintained and
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Mr. Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 5

protected and no further degradation which would interfere with or become injurious to
existing beneficial uses shall be allowed.”

The DEIS does not discuss in detail the wetland functions that are being provided by the
existing wetlands and those that are proposed for compensatory mitigation. This
information needs to be provided for Ecology’s review. Please clarify how the proposed
created wetlands will achieve higher wetland functions than the existing wetlands
provide, since the DEIS states that the existing wetlands, “generally provide low to
moderate functions because of degraded conditions.” The chart on page 4-69 of the
DEIS indicates that most of the existing wetlands within the project area provide an
overall high to moderate function rating.

Page 4-74 of the DEIS discusses shading impacts to the tree canopy, indicating trees will
be “stunted by the reduction in sunlight”, but considers this a “minimal” impact and does
not offer compensatory mitigation. Tree canopy is important to providing certain
wetland functions, such as wildlife habitat. ’

The DEIS does not discuss how the proposed wetland mitigation sites for both
alignments will provide lost functions, especially wildlife habitat, as they are located near
roadways, in some cases with inadequate or nonexistent protective buffers (i.e. mitigation
site #1 for alignment B). Mitigation sites need to include appropriate buffers for the
wetland functions that are to be provided, such as water quality, floodwater control, base
flow support and wildlife habitat. Please specify what “appropriate width” means, as
stated on page 4-76 of the DEIS.

Clarify the “compensatory mitigation” or “buffer averaging” discussed on page 4-76 of
the DEIS, for the disturbed wetland buffers of both alignments. If portions of the
proposed compensatory buffer are already being provided as a requirement for a separate
development, this project cannot also claim credit for the ‘dedication’ of this area. While
it is important to preserve the groundwater springs that supply the hydrology for wetland
GW, the protective functions of a wetland buffer are largely a result of their width, so
buffer averaging may not adequately compensate for the localized buffer loss.

“Buffer enhancement”, as discussed on page 4-81 of the DEIS, may not be appropriate to
maintain the functions of wetlands, such as wildlife habitat and species diversity.
“Enhancement” of the buffer cannot substitute for the loss in space between a natural
system and a human one. Ecology would suggest that if the buffers are too narrow or
impacted to adequately protect the wetland, then the wetland should be mitigated for as
well.

Mr. Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 6

In both proposed alignments, the replacement ratio for compensatory wetland mitigation
(2:1) is below Ecology’s guidance for replacement of forested wetlands. The following
table outlines the wetland mitigation “‘target” ratios used by Ecology:

Wetland Rating Creation & Restoration
Category 1 6:1
Category I or 111 )
Forested 31
Scrub/shrub 2:1
Emergent 2:1
Category IV 1.25:1

In addition to the mitigation proposed for wetland fill, to mitigate for project impacts
associated with flooding, filling in wetland buffers, addition of impervious surfaces and
removal of undeveloped forest area, the applicants should consider preservation of
existing wetland areas adjacent to the proposed mitigation wetlands, as well as
preservation of high aquifer recharge areas in the upper watershed.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS.
If you have any questions, please call Ms. Sandi Manning with our Shorelands and
Environmental Assistance Program at (360) 407-6912.

Sincerely,

Fa | b

Rebecca J. Inman
Environmental Coordination Section

EIS #004306

cc: Marcia Geidel, Shore
Sandi Manning, Corps
Sarah Suggs, NWRO
NWRO SEPA File
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Mr. Brock

RECE[VED August 14, 2000
6 Page 2
State of Washington AUG 16 2000
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE PUBLIC WORIS ENC. WDFW does not agree with a conclusion on page 16 of Appendix G that refers to a 1999

Region 4 Office: 16018 Mill Creek Boulevard - Mill Creek, Washington 98012 - (425) 775-1311 . . . . .
9 “z9) biological assessment by Herrera Environmental which states that the project “...would have no

negative impact on coho salmon...”. WDFW requests the proponent to send a copy of this
. . document to WDFW c/o DOE, 3190 - 160® Avenue Southeast, Bellevue, Washington 98008.
August 14, 2000 Sent Via FAX and Mail WDFW believes that coho salmon definitely would be impacted by the project, particularly by
the South B alignment.

Robert Brock

Public Works Director

Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12" Avenue Northeast
Issaquah, Washington 98027

The proposed increase in impervious surfaces would adversely affect stream and wetland
hydrology and water quality and, thus, all downstream fish resources. The DEIS states on page
4-43 that “Detention design will meet Level 1 detention criteria.” WDFW has determined that
Level 1 detention design does not provide proper protection of fish life and, therefore, is not
approvable. Level 2 is required by WDFW as the minimum standard necessary for this project to
receive an HPA. Infiltration of stormwater should be incorporated into the project design to the
maximum extent possible in order to recharge groundwater and prevent impacts to streams and
wetlands.

Dear Mr. Brock:

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Stat t, Southeast Issaquah Bypass,
Unnamed Streams, Tributaries to Issaquah Creek, King County, WRIA

08,0199 and 08.0178 WDFW will rely on this and its December 21, 1998 concurrence letter in determining how to

_ handle the HPA or HPA denial for this proposed project.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) document received on June 26, 2000, and offers the
following comments at this time. Other comments may be offered if the project progresses.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any questions, please
contact me at (425) 649-7042.

The preferred alternative for the proposed project would require avoidable impacts to the south Sincerely,
tributary and to wetlands GW and RD. These impacts can be avoided by using the South A o~
alignment. Thus, WDFW may deny Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) of any alternative which i""af §oodam
includes the South B alignment. Larry Fisher

Area Habitat Biologist

Wetlands which are adjacent to streams are within the ordinary high water line and are within
the jurisdiction of the Hydraulic Code (WAC 220-1 10). State requirements for wetland
mitigation include a minimum 3:1 replacement ratio for impacts to category 2 forested wetlands
and a minimum 2:1 replacement ratio for category 2 or 3 scrub/shrub wetlands. Wetland buffer
requirements for category 2 forested or scrub/shrub wetlands are 100-200 feet and for category 3
wetlands are 50-100 feet. The proponent will need to modify the proposed mitigation with this
information to design a wetland mitigation plan which will be acceptable to WDFW. All
impacts to existing springs, wetlands, and wetland and stream buffers which would be impacted
by the project and by the project mitigation will also need to be considered.

LF:If:sebypass.02s

cc: SEPA Coordinator, WDFW
SEPA Coordinator, DOE
MIT Fisheries, Walter

WDFW has observed stream flow leaving wetland GW at the southwest corner of the LDS
Church property and flowing into wetland VL. This stream seems to have been overlooked in
the DEIS studies.
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RECEIVED
AUG 16 2000
PUBLIC WORKS ENG.
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
Natural Resources JENNIFER M, BELCHER

Commissioner of Public Lands

August 15, 2000

Bob Brock, Director
Public Works Department
City of Issaquah

PO Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

--RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the SE Issaquah Bypass
Dear Mr. Brock:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the SE Issaquah Bypass and how the proposed project may affect adjacent Tiger
Mountain State Forest lands and natural resources.

As noted in the DEIS, the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass northern alignments skirt the western
boundary and encompass a portion of the West Tiger Mountain Natural Resources Conservation
Area (NRCA), Tiger Mountain State Forest. Federal regulations prohibit the Federal Highway
Administration from using land from a significant recreation area or wildlife area as defined in
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 unless (1) there is a determination
there are no feasible or prudent alternatives and (2) the proposed action includes all possible
planning to minimize potential impacts to the property. It is the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources” (WDNR) interpretation of the definition of Section 4 (f) that the state designated
NRCA provides wildlife habitat resources and functions as a “wildlife area” and meets the
definition of “recreation” because of the recreational facilities provided in the NRCA and the
recreational uses that occur on site. The NRCA provides a regional trailhead, High Point Trailhead,
restroom and picnic facilities, and trail system throughout its 4,400 acres. Access to the NRCA is
also provided from trails that originate in the City of Issaquah, i.e., High School and Sunset Way
Trails.

The DEIS states the construction of the proposed project will directly impact the NRCA as defined
by Section 4(f) and that those impacts shall be mitigated. From review of the DEIS, although it
recognizes there will be direct adverse impacts on the NRCA, there are no measures included in the
DEIS to minimize harm or other adverse impacts to a state resource area other than direct acquisition
of the property. The property is held in state trust and the state must be adequately compensated for
the acquisition; however, this action does not adequately address the intent of

SOUTH PUGET SOUND REGION 1 950 FARMAN ST N § PO BOX 68 1 ENUMCLAW, WA 98022-0068
FAX: (360) 825-1672 W TTY: (360) 825-6381 ¥ TEL: (360) 825-1631

Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer RECYCLED PAPER {'0

Bob Brock
Page 2
August 15, 2000

Section 4(f). The DEIS does not adequately make a determination or finding that there are no
feasible or prudent alternatives nor that the proposed bypass includes methods to minimize those
adverse impacts to the NRCA. The Measures to Minimize Harm section does not include the NRCA
in its discussion or proposed mitigation measures.

Depending on which alignment is selected, approximately .06 to 1.55 acres of state NRCA land
would apparently be acquired for the project proposal. However, in addition to the acquisition of
land, there are adverse impacts associated with the proposed SE Bypass. The DEIS does not include
a buffer or address the affect the bypass may have on those resources located adjacent to the roadway
or the adverse effects of the roadway extend beyond the pavement and shoulders. With construction
of the roadway, there is now a created edge effect where trees once surrounded by other trees are
now located on the edge and more easily affected by winds. These trees have not developed a root
structure to compensate for the winds and are, therefore, more easily subjected to windfall.
Additionally, with the loss of forest through acquisition and edge effect, there is a loss to habitat and
recreational values the NRCA was created to protect.

The DEIS does not incorporate mitigation measures to compensate for the loss of forested land,
habitat, and recreational values that the NRCA is designed to preserve. It does state that further
study is needed after a preferred alternative is selected and, if found appropriate, off-site mitigation
required. Acquisition of the NRCA/state trust lands only satisfies a monetary obligation for the
value of the land but does not address whether forested land, and habitat and recreational values will
be provided offsite of the project area. When further study is warranted after the selection of final
and preferred road alignment, it should be noted that off-site mitigation such as habitat
improvements cannot occur on already public-owned natural resource, open space, or park lands.
Location of such mitigation measures does not provide a “no net loss” of habitat lands, but instead
shrinks the land base of already limited public resource and habitat valuable lands.

In addition to the wildlife habitat values the NRCA provides, there are the public recreational values
and uses found within the NRCA. The proposed SE Bypass will significantly affect two critical
public access/trailheads to the NRCA. These two access points located at the High School Trail,
which is near the Second Avenue/Front Street South intersection and the Sunset Way Trail, is
located at the on ramp to I-90. Additionally, the proposed SE Bypass will completely destroy the
Issaquah Trail connection between the Sunset Way Trail and High School Trail which follows the
old Burlington Northern railroad grade.
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The DEIS observes that the trails and trail connections which now exist and will be mitigated. It is
important to maintain the ease of public access up to the NRCA from the downtown city locations.
It is also important to maintain the small neighborhood parking areas (trailheads) at the end of East
Sunset Way and Second Avenue. These small trailheads help in disbursing public use and access
from the High Point Traithead which i3 a heavily used trailhead and often is filled with cars past its
design capacity (High Point is the most used trailhead in the state). In addition, the trail connection

- as it follows the former Burlington Northern railroad grade between the Sunset Way and High
School Trails should be maintained. It is an important connection in the loop system of trails for the
area and that it is one of the few trails that allows for mountain bicycle use. Thus, an off-road trail
that can accommodate multi-uses would compensate for the Ioss of a multiple-use trail.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the SE Issaquah Bypass. If you
have questions regarding the DEIS comments, please do not hesitate to contact Doug McClelland,
King District Manager, at (360) 825-1631.

Sincerely,

% UMD
Bonnie Bunning
Region Manager

BBB/khb

AUGOO\DEIS SE Bypass

c Doug McCellend
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intol the savironmentel Ipacts-sert and leag tm sanitasmens, cmralative dirsey
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sblic el aclaion aakers i the BTY. This is impuram in ceder to apsesa whether or Dot the
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than the 3 trafTic cigoals on the propakid SYPaM youks ki 4 Fans o britsr mansge icocks wd
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et {nchenck impacis, The TS ihould inclods wn xmalyfid of thi: bobaatial sffhcry 1o the warand
fint recurk fiowyy clamggig porrions of the fomrerd wetind to an mmarpeot wedmd. wu
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: {c) Owot the mpasicy of a aew is filled, whizh By b sdonty tham vt MLS, -
what will b e compomm of the Ciky? vt Z-lame Tonchwy b witknod m 4 Jaacs7 Wi uve
frawt oy stieetion of i in v DIEIR, et thic heeancion hurs bew divcoed by the Ciry. 3 uda is
8 reastnsh]y Forasmblo ponsibifty. B & dikcucsion of TRpacts from sach & Towd wiieaing
ol e torbocdod f th oot v Pagants ELdhver,

() The DHEES alecr tomttiveus T, S sebeirion w0 the Nond SPAR, Sonth SEAR. and
Sopeet Lock s, Gewn are .. 4 Akl of othey mspoctxthon SmprowEmET profists. plad

i fou the boper visdnity.” Theos projects sould be Nited snd duscrfbeet o dw 512, Jn addilon ;o0 .5

Ty irstpacts showkt noc be dismlcoe ecamss thiy may oot occur n the “tmmedae vickally™ of
the hrypass. The offects of the rypass aad of the other projects, both indivicalfy and

dvely, con wilect 2ome s0d rosect poer to s damn funm e Iomedas poojoct
vicliry. The DIES & conduey the celied toapwcin from S other projects a2 “only...
coninuethon st wodlmeamn cotering Tesaquab Corek, redunid sroundwator techarge o the lowe
Yeaquah Valley acuifer dhae to incresasd sext of inspervioos sarfaces, snd inctamsd uefic
rumolf fows efroring Tuoegueb Crock snd T ke Semmamish * Tiveee invpacts o oot
[ pertiridlarty in Higtn of the secious pronactwissr sl EUrtaes Taar depiotien,
Bonding, and watcr ity liswos in Hw Lowwr buaguah basin,

(2) Thcws proumewies® iyl yurface water sy, which s highly sgnificmt o tha
K2imons boing muds, woon xladed (o ouly ouce b the DELE on page =151 whene i i maand
ta “Thrse potontial sutoulstive Expacts are dingroran bucmces: the |rwar Tinaguak, valley aquiter
Aus axpariomnad cmring |5acs Of rechonge s dim o expanding abin developnes,
mauldng {8 Jewer wifer Wil vels that e  pocoem s local wel] wsars end cperatore.™ The
prouptheyms and surtecs waler quantry snd quatiy itroos Gacing Irsaquah, which have b fon
Page v for the pasc month, guondd Barc been well descalbod in thy BB uodiy the Affectad
Friviremimom pocrion, and ofyed aguin in descerihing the dhved, pecondacy, mnd camaltive oifictd.
T Towwqnh: Frzh Fhuchvcy izl deirairrerd by the |ow Bowa mnd incomed love] of polbumses-
cnditionn that coubd be wanseed by e e sombinad with sdditiose devwelopasant thet
caruld bo pramittod, scorloomnd, snd indutsd vim construction of Lhe trypass.
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(6) “Frix acoeleroged tnd indhaiad gromin s acknclsdged m thae DETS (p. 4 191}, bt
than: I oo analysls of whar it will mean (F rends in the foesqual: baxdn, which eee foeled by tha
brypass. combineer “Tr i expeciod thet 1l of rhe ead improvamers progests in e vicinity would
support prealer dovel opmens in and wear mwquah; continudng arban prowth comtdned with
axisting develoypmoens drald pobenilaily sxacertnts fw flondng problam: on propoytios
Tinuut: Croek it susorinted iribetary sections it are pro v flatding. Giester devadopmenl
dertuitics would abao Hiely ool in grexier losses of provesdwaes Teohmps s kel weocisi
depletion of waser nupply i the ke mgeah valley aquifer. Thoss 3oocndary npacts s not
deaciend in detadl ® i mport, bocuses the aximt Lo wiioh prosier devaloprecs will ocin in
i aramd Lovmgieah {5 dnesrtadn,” . Abse nov monsowed wro the asddidons] med meereion of
sroam that oonld regult from addi-onal development, te continuad degrdabon of wases geality
B brexis pal ok, s S e of Stecms wiser didibope o Listhd el candidate fish
®itive, Cummulntively, tho impects b Tived wlwonid, to drinkong witer sepplics, b witr
Shility, w Oaoding, end to quaty of e sl b ves. :

: Boonuze tha farcie of polmmds Smpecl i the [owiw Jabqual B an wxtconive, m KIS
T 10 Yo Inclnde w0 wpgsocisy cassilichvo offecty anabysie I Tusdeqnede Jor the purpoees of
e decislon maldny ked for comyianco with ke Bndaipimd Sputivy Ac1. The 35 shovid
ahoioela 4 iptprriiseiniinery wlvris of thege comularivo ffocts 4 infoom the public snd seciuon
mvaleeey regparding the snvironmencsl ecssuinoes of purstleg consttrsion of = ypass 35
Propasnd. Comnucasd scdonc, woch 55 the Pak Moine developeacos, s well a8 rebpnd sotioss (il
other rowd peijects In the xres st plimmd developras wach s B Cooper Village md
Tnapunts Highlands), iogarker with ather planmod, prcjecood, oad induccd prowth ssd
dvalopaend, melinfiny coneidermion for acoclesion of e (oo (x)
thomgh {f) above), thax com by bhe expected vo coc i e bypaas B constrocied o by -
tnocluded th chus mratints  Tha cffenes of thede cpmbndivi should b discuscd ko all
Tedoimct, il a quwsitchyr anabwyis producing s estmats of sfeots shoald be daveloped in

- patisalar for wikltor quality, water quwnlity, aruatie hatinst, and fisherina,

Mitiguiing

Wollanls, ‘The plsceward raring fof Comphilory Wertind mibignticn 37k nok e
The mplaciabect taflo for forwted wetiands, tn tis chis weatland W, i 3:1, ot 251 ox aoied on
e -1 and 479, Although the Banosh classificatieg imtifles o wtliouds s aumry |
twmding & mitigation of 21, whee thars s & conTlies of repulaion, O e striwpant 1 tesdard of
3:1 boald wpply. Thic may wwvum be conseryat]ve givon ke the Cragon spemwed frog. seven olher
macion of concwrs, i four candidy fah rpeciss have beon sWientified as poimially foq) o
tha profect crea, It casy mt feart poseible thar 2 detailed tyventory of 1he ama might regult by the
Dalassificathon of cra or more of tasic wetlnds it ste category L which would mquie 6:1
sdigeion, I sddican, mlcpeing naly the scual pler feouwings will sl resai ool
Fomctiermal replacement, bocaiwe disect wad indiraat mpwet from the roadway imedf (pacticulacdy
for akorraives wking South B will be Flf well bryond tha physisl plar footprinbs. Ml pion
CORPTTICmart ST e Hebde diriot and et effaces i ovder 0 provide Mogualely for

werland fmeions wod valies ek

The corspemastion for impacts e wetland boiers fe slen not sppeogrizte. Comples
rumavval of She brolfer ool the west itk of wotland OW will Amindsh S Buyetons agd vahes of
ot willeil. An expanded buaffer fi the cost ovmdary willi nol compensse for thosc ke, {n
mkdition. ¥0 are comoomned that dohlsecommting the opem spice roguirerieme for the Pack Polnee
tevihopront for uss u biffer mitigathon for the bypeas pralece will padermine the intme of thee
Dby bacuu e it wonld reerdt in n ack lows of mquipsd oemumd ee. Bartyer, enhancemcnt
of 4 wilitiny wtlend QW baffec bry plating sonw wative vapeeston 15 not akind moplsccment
Ear baffer loss. and ahould ot br considerad bt comperrsany sddgaon. :

: - Mitigution shoold be in-kind in st of wottend typa sod funcibon, ancd be et
wheaover potadiils T swisfing #o0aidé TV sod KD sr rewd high w moderse for most
Tongrioms, Inchading Overall Habitar snd Spacific Bt fonctionan. G e sl #ino and
Scapuaried neture of the st pation swe, ft will nimady be SMicult to sesmablish the high quaticy
It foncoions of wotkand CIOV that will b abfecued by the Bouth, B roxrit, svan with a largs
bifor. uffer whio of 50 S, mach a5t Creagion £ 93, e oedapuss, ¥
£anctions are 1o i swplicod, te L00-300 foot butar Lo e Bodlogy daification rymess for
Catingeary 1T wothmds Hhondd b assshiished. :

Revorethon md oxitgeion, pecticriaty s Dew wedindd 400 cidind, sy Ofus: it -
with problams, and et stusies oo mitipelon serseds iL Wisagion ydicis overs]|
mitigatton woorss bas boen low, dua 10w variety of factors, The DRI doss am sdicate whe
Wiolid axmitor for' conformence Wil the performuens trelere or o often, or iafsats W
SN R i pamecrrrrmce strpdoy e pot bedng met.

:nllmmmm thotild £ncompats & 10 vy, tather tom 29 year,
pocioct mad romlts should bk fgocted 1o Eperoprine mpcacics (Corps of Engtacers, Deparmons of
Eoalngy, sl City of Irakiptih), As-tuilt conditions shoid be documamed and the DRI shookd
clartfy what stepe will ba Palosa T rectlfy the sitaation if tha wrtiand {9 mot carablisking &y
expuectmel. Lo ttrle dewsyroenis shotld sien bo chopid % S mitimation s e inkore
Fevevtion in prpeodry for any miv pation sma gevslopod.

| Wofle Ax ctid on p. 422, % i leporiin W oe-svalusts the 3 loustions for wildlifs
mmiﬂmmmﬁnuﬁﬂhhmnm Kroping W rodey 3 PG 20
taking tept T matntn and Lmipeove thalr visbllity will ecresse the parmbility of the higway
el nwrimesin & degres of conncedwity In dv Lndwines for witdife moverent. Ror the xams
oeamon, in the niarth portion of dae: bypiss, e wrge tias if te bypess L5 boilt tears he 3
oxnmnirwnt to ssablish 3 wildlife waderpucs o mggeend oo p 443, Wikilife paszage should
Mo el & Fempre of rrry cirrenr o madiGnd design for the s povion of the propossd
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Weshiryrom, TLC 2040

ER-Q0N5 20
Mr. Donald A Feterson SEP 14 m

Federal Highway Adminigtiation
711 Sauth Capitol Way, Suite 507
Ulyrnpia, Weshington 38507

Dear Mr, Prtersor:

This is In reeponse 1o e ragquest for the Qepartment af the lreteriars (Bepartmme)
eyiew ond cermmant on the Droft Envirenrmentat iImpact Statamant {DEISH and
Sectian 4i] Evaluation far the Southeaxt fssaguah Bypasy Profeet, King County,
Waahington,

GENERAL COMMENTS

The LL3, =ish and Wildlife Sarvicy (LISFWS] sugpests that Abrarnaiive 1 wii
minimiza impagts 1o fish and wildiife reaources to & greater éxtent thon the
Praferrsd Alternativa (Altematwe 4), The propossd stormyeater traslmant facilities
ar4 not adfequate for treetmant of quality sud auantity runett oreated by the
propasad naye impervicus surface. The project may impact bull wout due to
changes of exfting hydrology and hirough the degradation of water quality. The
progpesed compensatory mitigaiion i imgdeguate in ratg and for replacing habitat
functions,

While acknewledging that effarts to avoid and minimize anvironmsntal impacts
have been addressed, wa bellave that the,“refarred Mlternative !Altenatlve 41 does
rot aveid and minimize envirenmental impects ta the greaiast extant possitle.
Alisrnative 4 sroposes the creation af an entirgly new tratfo corridar that wauld
result in fragrantatten of a currently cantiguous 10-acre wetiand, charactedized by
forestad. sorub-shrub and emargent vegetation.  Addit-anal impacts fram ingreascd
swormwater runoff, sadirmentation and eresion, and decreazed infiltration. as well as
sumulative impacts from curent and furtdre develcpment will threatan The
eontinued existonce ana functional vatue of all wetlands that will b Impacted by
ihis projeci. The OEIS proansas other alternatvas Lalternativa 1, 3. 5 and 7! wiich
would have & smaller impact an figh shd wildlife resapurces, We believe that
Altermuiive 1, which proposes the use of an existng corridar and reqires
axpansion ¥nd connestion of exmating ruadways would have the leest impact 1o fish
Bned wildiifa recourcos comparsd to the other slfernativea.

Mi. Dannald &, Patarsen

The starmwater treatmenl and runoff tagiitiss thas are proposed tor all the "build
alternatives” will not adeguately eat the quantity and quality of the inpreased
runctf that will aceur. The propoeed projaet is likely To regult in & drastc alteraticn
af tha hydrologie systams. Starmywater IMpacts, in conjuiction with the alteration
of the hydralogy, will result i degradation o the water quality and sigoHizantly
altar firh hatntat.

1he Southeast [ssaquah Bypass Praject s closoly relatad to the ntarstate 80
Sunset Intzrenanga Modification N§IM| and the South Samwamish Flateau Access
Road {SSPAH) projects. Tha éxrent to which components of the Southeast
\ssequah Bypass, the LSIM, snd the S5PAR profects are interdepandant or
intarretatad will determine the extent to which impacts should be svpluated.
Clarification of the ISIM and the SSPAR componants thet are intardeptnden'r an,
andfor interialated ta the Southeast I3zaguah Byoass Project, will assist our
@yaluation of whether ail partinant impaqrs have basn adaquately addressed. For
axampla:

The stermweter datentiondtreatment faciity that will be eonstructed for the
ISIM and the SSPAR projects is also poing 19 support the sTormwater rinatt
fram the north-end of the Southeast lseaquah Bypass project. Thurefore, the
detention/traatment Tacility for the ISIM and SSPAR is intcrrelated to the
Southeast lseaguah Bypass Projact. The OEIS does not address e capacl:y_r:ﬁ
thic datention) treatment facility. |t is unclear it the detention/irastrment faclity
was afriginally designed to treat axcess runoff, and whither it Iz capable of
Hzndling runsEf from thase three projects. While the local waler Sygtems may
incur a runor impact from the Southesst [ssaquah Sypass. the curnulaﬁ*_m
impacts of all three projects may be mora substantial, Thus the pufe_nl-ai
impacts retalad 1s this particulsr defontion/treetment facility wiil need additianal
cumulativa attest analysis.

The Final Environmental |mpact Stetement [FEIS; shoyld detail she companents of
tha IBIM and the SSPAR projeuts that are interdapendsnt an and/ar ntarrelatea 1a
the Southeast lstagquah Bypasa Prajent, and could add 10 the cumulstive offect oi
This project.

Wetdand Mitigation

The 2:1 wetlang reglacement ratia is not sdervate tv compensate for the imeacts
to and insa of forested weslands that may result fram this project. Bath tha
plecament and sire of the mitigation =ites will not replace the wildlife nabrat
functions lost by the "build anernatives.” Thy proposed projest will Impact
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Mr, Denatd A, Petarson 3

wetlands thal are classifiad as having forested, scrubyshrub and amergent
vegetation classes. The Washington Department of Ecalagy’s general guidetine,
and the USFWS prefotarics for mitigation replacament ratio For forested watlands at
this eite, is 315, The proposed mitigation should include campansation fer lossas
rasulting from; 11 the bridge footprint. tamporary and permanent impacts that will
seeur outside the bridge {aotprint iduring construciionl; 21 the tme delay it
achigving lost habiag valsas; and 3} tne llkelihood of feilure af the creatsa
wetlande. |1 adequate onsite mitigalan ig net feasible. then affsite mitigation
should ba considered,

The propaesad waetiand buifers are too small for hoh the existing and progossd
croated watiands. The buifers for watland GW sheuld ke begwesn 200 and 300
feet 1o maintain the wetand function. tecause of itz pverall high functional rating.
Buifers for the othar watlands (HS, VL., and AC) shauld be 150 faat, or grester Lo
mirimize the human eneroechmant thet will setur. In some cases, preposed
buftors on (he created wetlands walld be non-exiztent or very minimal. Wetfands
groarag without Buffers will have & smalier chance of succeas, and will not
adaquately replace the functions loat from wetlends they pra-intendad fo repuace,
TAE erapted watends shouid have buffers of 100 feet or graater.

Wetland Monitoring and Conttagangy Plans

A B-year monfaring plen is likely to be insufficient. We recommand whare toresied
wetlands ars baing created or restored, the implernenation ¢f a 10-year monitering
plat ba roquirgd.

The contlngency plans do not andreses the performance standard For saturated sails,
The monitaring glan should include a preghession of steps to ba taken In the rvent
that 1he saturated scllz standards are not met [ig., removal of more sails, additional
imgue ot sail, Teloeatlon of croated wetland).

Federally-Threatened and Endangerad Speciss

On August 5, 1888, the USPWE recelvad a request far sancurrgnee on a “no
jeopardy” call fur bull wout (Saivelinus confluentusl, for the proposed Southeast
Issaquan Bypass Project, from Hertera Environemental Conaulants, an behalf of the
Federal Highway Adminlstratien (FHWA}. |n a tetrer from the USFWS to Harrera
Enviranmental Cansuitents, dated duguat 24, 1398, (Raleramce # 1-3-88-1-0418
and X - Rafersnce # 1-2-098-8P-.A315|, the BSFWS concurrad with @ "no jugpardy”
opil far bull trout.  Fhe concurrerca latter stated that “Renitlation of cansultatian
will b raquired if the bull trout is listed prier ta of during gensiruzlion.” gn
December 1, 1983, the CoastalPuget Saund popuistians af bull trout wers nsted
fs threatened under the Endangaret Species Act {64 FR 232101

Mr_ Donald &, FPetaraon b

Iha FEWA shouwld make @ determination of effect of the project's inpact an bull
traat and reinitiate consultaton with the USFWS a3 appraprigte.

Recommendations

The follewing recommendations address the commants ang conuorne of the
Department (through the WSFWS) ragarding the proposed Southeast |zsaguEh
Bypass Projert, Wiw request that alt ol our oorments ba fully addressed m 2he
FEIS.

1. Adopt a Praferred Altsrmotive that will result'n a xrnaller impaet an fish and
wildlite regnaurams, Of the given "build altarnatives,” wea boliave that
Altarnative 1 will mest likely result in tha leass impaces o fish and wildlita

MESOLUrCES.

2. Clarlty the capatilities and reigted patential impacts tor each of the preposed
stormavater runaff tacilitics.

d. Inerease compensetory ritigation ratio 0 at laast 2.1 for forestad wetands,
A ratio of 2:1 ar greatar s acespiable for scrutysnrul and emeargant
wetlands,

4, Widen the buffers for wetland W to st least 200 feet. Widen bufiars for
wetlands HE. W1, and HU ta a least 150 jest, and buffers for the ¢regtad
wetlands should be increased to at wast 100 feet.

5. Beinitiate Scnian 7 consultation under (e tndangeted Speciss Act fer bull
trout with the U5, Fish and WildlIfs Servonw.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 4-43, garagiaph € The HEIS imdicates [hat In prder for 1ne proposed
starrrevater detentlon facility 1o ba grated south of the High Schosl, "imfilration
should be feasivle.” We suggest thst (he capao'liting, cepacity, and potentia
succass of thle detentinn feciliny Be dessribed in fullor detail in the FEIS. We
request that the follawing questians ba antlyzed:

15 If thie s @ detention facility, ia thers planned discharge?

21t dlscharged. wherm will it be discherged le, and what sra the imeacte of
thiz discharge”

3} If thare is ne diacharge, then is it a ratention facillty? |fitisa ratanrion facility,
we reguast the impacts that will seeult from ivs crestion and potential fahiure
:ghould Infiftration net be foasibiel be addresaed in *ha FEIS.
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Mr. Donald A. Peterson -5~

Eagg 4-48. paragrgoh 5. Tha proposed infiltraton focility far the northern helf of
the bypate would not completely mitigate the potentlal iydrological impacts of
Aftarnativas 1 Through B on East Fork 165aquah Crank and the constroction drainage
systams in tha neighbarhaod, The DEIS sugpesis that for the north end, tha
propogsd project will result in increasas in groundwater rechiarge and a decréase in
flow volumas to East Fork jsxagquah Creek. These cRanges may result I impacts Lo
bull teout, fish spacies, and aguatic Invertahrates.

Paqe 4-33, paragrach 3, and page $-43 veragregh 8. Pleass provide a geaeral
description of the "defantian criterie” dsimilar to that given fur the Leval 1 flow
Aot and hewe it may correspand to Levael 1 flow cantrol criteria in the FEIS.

Page 4-47, parsgraph 1. The DEIS gratas thal the datentlon fasilitias far the south
end of the bypass, will nat be capable of reducing the extra runoff resuiting from
the increased imparvigus surface arga of the proposed =auth alignments, The
impacts that could result ‘ram the axtra runoff ithet is not being treatad by the
proposed detentian fastitiss fur the south end of the projescth ane not addrassyd in
the DE'S, We request these Impacts be adoressed in the FEIS,

Ppoe é-48 pararaph 5. The propased datention faclities far the south end of the
bypass are idertifled as miigation for the patartial adverte impacts of Alternative 1
threugh 6 in the north and south il utaties 10 |zpaquab Creek, The proposed
dutentian faciltes for the sauthern half of the bypass cannet mitigats for impacts if
the prongsed detantion Iacilitiea would not g2 capable of reducing tha exfra runoff
waluma fram the increased impervigus surface area of the Sputh A or B road
alignments {fram pags 4-47, paragraoh 1} Fraace clarify thiz agparant
inconststensy in the FES.

Eagm 4-4%, parggraph 5. The propossd detenzion aystems ar the south and of The
fypass couid ba designad e achipue Level 2 flow controi. The referancg to Level 2
tlow contre: contradicts ader references to Laved 1 tow control {frgm page 4-43,
paragiaph S, Please correct or clarify in the FEIS.

Pros 4-171, The st followinn peragraoh 4. The Ust deserioss the mitigation
mcasures that are o pe smplamentad ta prevent reduction in flew conveyance
capacity in drainage ditches and pped gysiems, The list smpufd include an
assignmant of specific parsannel to d daliv inspection, during comsTILCHon, tu
Waure correct implamentation of the proposed mitigation activides. 'n addition, thie
seetion hould inchade & moenitaring and cantingancy okan for the wiopased
mitigation meazures ligted in this saction. This would bg stepiwise progressicn Yor
how tg proceed i monitering reveais a breakdown pr failure in the systam.

vir. Donald A, Peteraon G-
Apperdic & Digft Wetland Mitlgetion Plan, page 25, garaarach 4. For the wetland

creation site #2, the Drafy Wetlang Midgetion Plan makes reference only ta
pelecating the soutn tributary. Please clarify how the relocetion of this tributary
constitutes a graated watland in the FEIS.

If wou have any questions 9m the ebove, plessa contact Jenniler Quan at (360
753-8047 or lulie Concamnan at tha regiensl office of the USPWS ot (503 231-
E747.

SECTION 4{f] COMMENTS
Histar oy Cyitural Ranources

The document adequately describes two NisTors properties that sould be impacted
by the project, the White Swan ian and the Issaqush Sportsmen’s Clubhousa, No
direct impagts to e White Swan Ina were ‘dentified under any of the alterratlves,
and anly Altetmarives 3 ahd 4 would have direct impact on the lesaguah
Sportarmen’s Clubhouea. A numiper of indirect ‘mpacts 1o both properties are
idantified under various iternatives, Conasquently, ke Departmant of the Interior
is opposed to aelection of Atternatives ¥ ur 4 hegause Section Hf] of the
Department of Transportation Aet orehibits such action when other feasitle and
prudent alternatives gxist.

Wa nata that formal nonsulrations with the Washingten State Historie Preggreation
OMics (SHPDI and the King Caunty Cultural Resuurcgs Rivisian have besn lartiated,
howevee, the document is not clear about whather ar nat thess agenches coenour
that any Impacts on historic properties arg ynaveidable. You 3rg ancouraged 1o
continue such consultation firet t& sbiam Sencurrence that any impacts on histaric
propeetics are unavoidable, and secant to ghtain concurrence on appropriate
mitigatign magsurea. |F this asnaltetion necurs, the Oepartment has no objgction
to Section 411 approval of this project as it partains to historic and culural
FESDUrGEs.

Park and Recraation Resources

The document adegnately describes one park and recreetian ressurce that could be
Irpactad by the project, the Weat Tiger Mountatin Natural Rasouices Consarvation
Arga, With The awrception of the "No Action® alternative, ail alternstives would
require aome taking of land from the State of Waghington, the City of [sezqush, af
borth.

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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Mr. Danald A, Petarson -7

Page 6B ot the Section 41f| Evaluation centains a heading titled ~Meusures 1o
Mimimize Harm." Wo snforrmation 18 provided in tis sestion abodt hew the potential
impacts to West Tiger Mountain would ba nilnimized and/or mitigatad. The final
ElS ghould clearly state thal, depending on the pretemed altarnative chasan,
meaturas 1o rminimize andiar mitigate impacis o the ‘Weat Tiger Mountain Matureal
Resourges Conservatian Area will ba developed in consultetion and with tha
concurrense of the State of Washington and City of lssaquah. I this gonsultation
acturs, the Department has no gbjection to Sectian 4if| agproval of thig profect 8
11 pertains to park and recreation resources.

Fur matters telated 10 Section 1], pleasa aantast Bryan Bewcen, Mationm: Pack
Semice, 809 Firat Avenus, Saartia, WA 9A104-1080, telephane: 208-220-4114.

Vu appreciate Tha oppartusity 10 provida thase rommants.

Willie R, Taylor
Direetor, Office of Enviranmental Palléy and
Compllance

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
C
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oNd O ohend Parks and Recreation Department
.o any F.(} Box 1307
goge - - Lasaquah, WA 2¥027-1307
R (4251 ¥3T-THM Fax (425 8373409
S

August 14, 2000

Bob Brock, Divector
Public Works Department
City of Tssagual:

PO Bax 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Subject: Comments - Draft Emvironmental Irmpact $tatement ¢ DELS) for the SE lssaqush Bypass
Tizar Mr Prock:

Aler roviewing (he Draft Environmental Impact Starement (DELS) for the propesed SE Tssaquah
Bypass. the Issaquah Parks and Reereation Department has the fellowing comments.

in revicw af {he nan-motorized ransportation (trailsy elements of the RIS, the propased SF
lssaquah Pypass will destroy the Tssagugh Trail. The trail currently faltows the Earmer Burlington
~Norhern Railroad Grade berween Second Avenue and East Sunsct Way, The proposed mitiativn
measures included in the DEDS for this section af trail anly provides sidewalks fur hikera/pedesirians
and on-roadway bicyele lancs 1o aeenmodate bicvelist,

The present tail as part of 2n off-street multiple wse rail Joop that is extremely pryular with
mountain bicyelists and hikers  This Toop system peneraily sians either a1 Sunset Way or Sevond
Avenue, Fallows the High School Trail, Power Line. High Pomt Ioterchange, lssaguah-Preston
Reyiomah Trails back to the Fisaquah Trail. Tl trail laop is an extremely popular route becauss i is
1kt only trail loop that starts and ends in Tssaquah and is genemally an nif-toal bicycle trail ride  The
propused lypass alipnment will now place tiail users (pleyeiists and hikers) either on er dircetly
adjacent (o a busy roadway for approx. . 7-mile segrreemy af the traif loop system. 1t destroy the
connectivity between Lssaquah and the Tiger Mouncain crail svstem.

In previgus discussioms ar Trails Cammattes meelimgs testablished by Wash. Dept. of Transporiation
and City Public Works) for the Sunsct Way/T-90 Iniecchange project. the entire frail system was
cumsidered including the trails that would be affected by the proposcd SE. lssaquah Bypass. The
trails affected by the interchange are the same trnls or sre connececd o the drails that are affected by
Ihes proposed bypass. Druring those meetings, i was the consensus of the eommitees that an off-road
trait should be develuped 1o replace the 1ssaquah Trail. The proposed DEIS does por include or
gumsider such an option. This discussed mifigation measure for the obliteration of the Issaguah Tail
sheruld be incorporsbed =y pant of the Gnal E15 for the SE Lssaquah Dypass

[FETS - 8L [semquah Bypass Praject
Page 2

woreover, the DETS does not include 3 trail system for the southern aligament of the 3F lssaquah
Bypass. The DE1S only identifies e readway shoulders as available for bicyele and
pedestrianfhiker use, Again, an off-roadway mulfiple use unil should be included a5 part of die
DEIS for the south alignments of the Sk lssaguah Bypass  The Ciry's approved Lirban Trails Fian
ingludes a mubtiple use tail connection within the projeet aea The trail is 1o facilitare non-
moterized use in the City and to mevide trail connections for the City's southern reighharhowls. In
adiftion, the Parks Department is in the process of reviewing the expansion of Squak Valley Park 1o
inchule active and passive recreational opporunigies. 10 would b appropriate 1o melude a nen-
motorized (ranspertation connection/muliiple use trail parallel to the southemn alignment of e
bypass in order t6 jom the southerm alignment to the Issaquah Trail or norhern alignment irail-

The LIELS also identifies federal regulations thet prokrbit the Federal Highway Administiatmn
(TFIIWA) “from wsing land Gom 4 sienificam publicly wwned park, recreation area, wildlife or
waterfow! refuge, or from 2 significars historical site, as dettred in Section 4(f) of (the Department V3
Transponation Act of 1966 An exception is if 4 determination is made that 1) there are no feasibh
and prudent alternatives to the use of sach land: and 2) the proposed action includes all possible
planming te minirmkse potential impacts 1 the praperty.”

Tt appears from teview of the DELS and the proposed Wetland Mitigaton Flan, that the prapesed SF
lisuqualy Bypass will affect Squak Valley Park (former Frickson Farm}  The park has not bern
reviewed or included in 1l Section 4{0) review even though Squak Valley Park is 2 “pubbicly cwned
park” as showm in the City's *Parks. Open Space and Recreation Plan” and "Comprehensive Plan.”
It would, therefore, e appropriate [or the Scction 4(f) analysis w inclode Squak Valley Pack  The
park was acquired with park mitigation funds for ibe expeess purpose of providing revreational uses
for the public  Amy detraction frem park uscs is prohibited by state law withowl pre-wpmseval
conversion mitigation and must be considered in the anakysis ol the E15.

Additicaally, the DELS should include an analysis for the proposed wetland mitigatien site on Squak
Valley Park and identifving the lacationis) of aiternative nan-publicly owaed sites. Use of the park
and the lssaguah Creck tribulary #015% as a mitgation site may Sonstiiute a “net loss™ of wetland
ltabatat values as the site is already in public park ownership  n revicw of the Sunser Waw/l-u0
Inierchange E18, the City and other agencics noked that use of public lands as mitigation $iles was
inappropriate and may constinge a loss of wetland habitat values and did Aol meet the “no el less™
eriteria. Noo-publicly owned land wys selected as a mitgation sire for the nterchange project
propasal,

The DEI% states that the constraction of the proposed prizject will directly impact the West Tiger

Mountain/Tradition Platcau Natural Resources Conservation Area (NRC A and inchuled o analysis
of the impacts as deiined by Section #(fy. The proposed SE Issaquah will affect 0.0% 0 1 55 sces uf
Washington State Mepartment of Naluial Resources (WDNR) owned land and possibly 0.24 acres of

- Ciey owned land located within the NRCA. The WRCA is cu-managed |re Lhe City and WL 25 2
. tuhesive habitat and reereation unit. The DFTS acknowledges that che propesed bypass will impaecs
! the NRCA, but it appears that it docs not inchude mitigalion measures to offsct the adverse impact

the bypass will bawe an the WRCA  The potential adverse wmpacts include ks of publicly owned
habitat 1and and that the continuity uf forestedMabitat land will be afected meaning a new ~edpe”
effect of the forest along the hypass will be ereated [ appears that the oy identified mitigation for

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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DEIS — SE Issaquah Bypass Project
Page 3

the 1055 of NRC A land iz the acyuisition of the land from the stare and that the state will be
aderuately compensated.

Furthermpre, in respect to the removal of wrees and habitat loss an City Jand and the NRECA, the
Lity's tres replacement policy requires the replacemem uof renovel trees in order o compensate for
the lngs of trees and their associated habilat valoe. The tree replacement pulicy is o ensure
trenshabitat replacernent For the trees removed due o the project development. Tt appears that the
DEIS does not requing participation in the City’s tree replacement policy Lo offset Lee removal or
habitac Joss in its peoject impacts and mitigation analysis. The DELS only commens that this could
[re used a5 a method to offsct troe and habilar logs.

As noted previously, the proposed SE Bypass will adversely alfect the tral system along rhe
propased bypass alignments. The proposed hypass will affect twe public access romes and
trazilheads o the WRC A, The two trailheads arc lecated at East Sunsel Way, near the [reeway
onramp, wnd at the seuth end of Sccond Avenue. Thesc public acpess raules are impertant 1o
preserve as they provide the ooly other public access points, ather Wi the regional High Foin
Traillead, o the NRCA, Tn review of the proposed connections between the trailheads and NROCA
trail system, the 1rail conneclions will be provided at grade and an signal lights located ot the
intersectivns berveen E. Suaser Way and the proposed ParkPointe develufiient intersections of the
bepass. Of concom af the propesed ParkPointe Develupment intersection. people parking at the
Second Ave trailhead will nor walk eo the intessestion, but will nstead “jay-walk” across the bpuss
ter wet v the High School Trail lecated on the piher side. Most peopls vall take the most direct route.
in this case “jay-walking, " and will not “back-track™ from the imtersection 10 el w Lhe trail. The
DEIS should include in its revisw, a lrail viossing with signalized pedesteian lighs at this localion
The pedestrian crossing could he similar to those signalized pedestian Hubts Jovated on Fromt Streec
and Crilman Blvd.

Lastly. the “Tssaquah Parks, Open Space and Recreation Plan” is notincluded in the Reladionship m
lans and Paligies sectian {City of 1ssaquah) of the Clements of the Built Environment Sub-Chapter
nf Chaprer 4 Tt weuld be appropriate fo include the Parks Plaa in the analysis of this section
begause it is part of the City's Cemprehensive Plan,

Again, thank you tor the oppottunizy to provide comaents on the IDEIS 1ot the proposed SE
Issaguish Bypass Please do not hesitate ta contact me ot margmiéiat isgayuaby wius or (425 il
33220f you have questions repacling aur commnents.

Singerely,
Marparet Macleod
Parks PlaonerTnteragency Coordinator

=4 1. Hatf, PW Mk Hinelorne, Planming
Pam Fux. PW Pep=r Raosen, Planning
Bob Hudsen, Parks Al Uricksoo. Paks

bALA 1w m
Ths CmucmLs-DEIS 3B Brpssadoc
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Puget Sound Regional Councl
P3P0 I RECEIVED

AUG 16 2000

PUBLIC WORKS ENG.
August 14, 2000

Robert Brock

Public Works Director

City of Issaquah

1775 12* Avenue NE
Issaquah, Washington 98027

RE: Comments on Souheast Issaquah Bypass - Draft Envir tal Impact Si
(June 2000)

Dear Mr. Brock:

The Puget Sound Regional Council appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Southeast
Issaquah Bypass DEIS. As you know, under state law the Regional Council is the Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) for the central Puget Sound region. In this
capacity, the Regional Council is responsible for coordinating with agencies including the
Washington Department of Transportation, ports, and local governments, to prepare and maintain
VISION 2020 and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. VISION 2020 and the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) provide a region-wide framework to help coordinate growth
management and transportation within the region.

Washington State Department of Transportation and the City of Issaquah are to be commended
for the material developed in the Draft document. The Regional Council’s comments below offer
observations on the DEIS from a regional planning perspective.

. Long term transportation function of the bypass. Examples abound of commercial
district bypasses that no longer serve their intended purpose because, after being built,
they have become choked by strip development along multiple points of access. What
measures are proposed to control access and development to insure the carrying capacity
of the bypass will not deteriorate? The DEIS is clear that the bypass is not intended to
contribute to local growth in population (page 4-125) but specific safeguards are not
discussed.. Please expand discussion of how many access points are planned and how
will future requests for access to the bypass to be evaluated?

Robert Brock
August 14, 2000
Page 2

L] Urban Growth Area. A portion of South B alignment is located outside the Urban
Growth Area (page 4-108). For this portion of the project, please address the Regional
Council’s adopted Multicounty Planning Policy RT-8.7 which states... Where increased
roadway capacity is warranted to support safe and efficient travel through rural areas,
appropriate rural zoning and strong commitment to access management should be in
place prior to authorizing such capacity expansion in order to prevent unplanned growth
in rural areas.

Also, please add the Urban Growth Area designation to all appropriate maps.

. Non-motorized network. The non-motorized portions of the project are discussed on
page 2-42. It appears that only one of the North Segment alternatives and none of the
South alternatives include a bike lane and sidewalks. Please discuss why non-motorized
facilities were not included in each alternative or, if bike travel is otherwise being
proposed to be adequately accommodated, please describe how.

Thank you for considering these comments. If you have any questions about these comments,
please call me at (206) 464-6174 or Norman Abbott, SEPA Official at (206) 464-7134.

Sincerely, m
K&maﬂ, Director
Transportation and Growth Planning

cc: Mary McCumber, Executive Director, Regional Council
Norman Abbott, SEPA Official, Regional Council

X:\FGS\STAFFANORM\Issaquah bypass DEIS.wpd
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; lsséquah School [5lstrlct No. a1

Superintendent
Janet N. Barry, Ed.D.

RECEIVED

August 14, 2000

AUG 15 2000
Robert Brock, Public Works Director PUBLIC WORKS ENG.
City of Issaquah
P.0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA. 98027

Re: Draft EIS - Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Dear Mr. Brock:

The Issaquah School Board apprLecmtcs the opportunity to provide input on the draft Environmental Impact

for the Issaquah Bypass. We as Board members recognize the importance of viable
traffic solutions to help alleviate the traffic congestion in and around the City.

Following a presentation on October 14, 1998 by Lou Haff, the School Board wrote to Mayor Frisinget and
members of the City Council (letter dated November 16, 1998 attached). This correspondence states that, while the
district does not oppose the bypass in concept, there are concerns that will require mitigation if the Board is to
support the project. Despite our early and careful input, we see no evidence to date that the City is responding to
protect the learning environments of Issaquah schools in the Bypass design. We are disappointed that the draft EIS
does not address significant points made by the School Board in November, 1998, and we sincerely hope to see key
mitigations in the final EIS. The board speaks for students, staff, parents, and other citizens when we point out our
significant concerns for maintaining the quality of the educational environment at three Issaquah schools.

To maintain the quality of the educational environment at Issaquah High School, Clark Elementary, and Tiger
Mountain Community High School, we request that the final i Impact pecifically address
the following:

*  The Bypass needs to be located as far away as possible from the existing schools to ensure that

R. Brock, Public Works Director
8/14/00 — Page 2

To accomplish noise reduction, berms with dense landscaping that ensure the aesthetics of the campus
are the Board’s preferred solution. Sound walls are considered viable, provided the aesthetics are
maintained. In addition, sound mitigation to the school structures may be required to maintain existing
sound levels. School design may require some additional alterations. For example, the construction of
Issaquah High School presents some special challenges: The windows are all single panes; the
corridors are open and constructed of hard surfaces that reflect sound, and because the buildings are
not air-conditioned, doors and windows are often opened for cooling purposes. The draft EIS does not
address these existing conditions.

To determine the appropriate sound mitigation, further studies are needed to determine the impact to
the learning environments at the three impacted schools.

Public land on Tiger Mountain provides a living lab and a natural learning environment, as well as a
venue for athletics. Safe student access to these resources from all three affected schools must be
maintained.

The draft EIS does not adequately address issues that will be generated for schools during the
construction of the bypass. Noise, work hours, dust, run off, access to the work site, etc. all have the
potential to impact school operations. The draft EIS proposes that construction will be limited to the
hours of 7:00 am through 10:00 pm. These hours coincide with normal school hours for instruction and
school activities. Because Issaquah High School is in close proximity to the construction zone, it will
be heavily impacted by construction noise as documented throughout the draft EIS document. Clark

El y and Tiger Mg in Community High School will be impacted by the construction, but to
a lesser degree. C

Without noise mitigations in place early in the construction process, the proposed work represents a
serious negative impact to Issaquah schools. District staff is, of course, willing to work with the City
to address these issues.

The quality of life in and around Issaquah depends upon both traffic solutions and quality schools. We are confident
that solutions to these problems can be found, and we look forward to working with the City to assure a final EIS

the learning environment is protected from noise and current aesthetics are maintained. The that is mutually satisfactory — and satisfactory to the community we all serve.

City’s preferred alignment, alternate #4, moves the Bypass the furthest from the schools. Alternate #4

is the Board’s preference. The Board would oppose the North A alignment because of its proximity to Smcere]y,
school facilities and because it separates ball fields from the high school campus.

o Current sound levels in and around the existing schools must not be increased. Without
mitigation, the Bypass will increase noise levels in the range of 19dBA to 21dBA and seriously
compromise the current learning environment — particularly at Issaquah High School. This projected
noise increase of 21dBA will result in a perceived increase of noise four times the current level. The
acoustical studies completed for the EIS recognize this impact. (“Receptors H and O, which represent
Issaquah High School and its athletic field, are predicted to increase by 18 and 19dBA Leq,
respectively, which are severe noise increase impacts according to WSDOT criteria.” Page 4-15.)
Contributing to the sound increase will be truck traffic. The number of truck trips that appear to have
been included in the traffic modeling do not seem to adequately reflect the volume of truck traffic that
will utilize the bypass. Despite this information, the proposed solution as stated in the draft EIS
summary calls for no sound mitigation under any of the alternatives. To advance this project without

Director

Butira ot ele s
Barbara de Michele Constance Fletcher
. Vige President
M/ Qe darth
Jan Woldseth
Director

Cc Mayor Ava Frisinger

Tnoise mitigation is unacceptable to the School Board. Issaquah City Council
Leon Kos, City Manager

Board of Directors
Lesley Austin + Barbara de Michele « Constance L. Fletcher + Mary Scott « Jan Woldseth
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Public Health Service

Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC)
Atlanta GA 30341-3724

August 15, 2000

Robert Brock RECEIVED
Public Works Director

Issaquah Public Works Department AUG 22 2000
1775 12" Avenue NE PUBLIC WORKS ENG.

Issaquah, WA 09027
Dear Mr. Brock:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass, Issaquah, Washington. We are responding on behalf of the U.S.
Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services.

Generally, we believe this DEIS has addressed our potential concerns, however, we do have one
comment to offer regarding water quality and protection of drinking water supplies. We noted
that the groundwater in the project area flows generally northwest toward water supply
production wells in the lower Issaquah valley aquifer that are operated by the city of Issaquah
and the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District. Also, several private wells are located
within the Southeast Issaquah Bypass corridor and the south and east of the corridor in the
shallow, unconfined aquifer system in the area. Because potential runoff and water quality
impacts as a result of accidental spills of hazardous materials could occur, the planned mitigation
measures must be carefully implemented and the capability for appropriate response to potential
spills must be ensured by the sponsors to adequately protect these potable water supplies.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of
the Final DEIS, and any future environmental impact statements which may indicate potential
public health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Sincerely,
Rt 1. BT
Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

National Center for Environmental Health (F16)
4770 Buford Hwy., NE
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MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE

FISHERIES DEPARTMENT

August 15, 2000

Bob Brock RECE,VED
Public Works Director Ang

City of Issaquah F 18 2000
P.O. Box 1307 PUBLIC works ENG.

Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH BY-PASS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Dear Mr. Brock:

The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe’s Fisheries Department has received and reviewed the
Draft Envirc I Impact Stat t (DEIS) for the proposed Southeast Issaquah By-
pass road project. We have several concerns regarding the analysis in the DEIS and the
potential adverse impacts to salmonid resources as a result of this project. The purpose of
this letter is to specifically identify and discuss our concerns. Other concerns that the
Tribe may have with this project may be brought up under a separate correspondence to
this letter.

In general, we have four major concerns with this project. First, the information and
field data used to identify existing salmonid-bearing streams is incomplete; therefore, the
impacts analyses and potential mitigation measures are inadequate. A related concern is
that other species were not considered in the DEIS and may occur within or downstream
of the project site, i.e. Olympic mudminnow, river lamprey, etc. Our second concern is
that the potential for stormwater to adversely affect salmonids (directly and indirectly),
not just their habitat, has not been considered in the DEIS. Third, the DEIS fails to fully
consider habitat-forming processes for all affected waterbodies and how the project may
adversely affect these processes and adversely affect salmonids as a result

Incomplete information and inadequate analyses for salmonids and other species
None of the surveys discussed in the DEIS and companion reports were completed during

the winter and early spring when it would be likely to find juvenile salmonids,
particularly coho salmon, steelhead, and cutthroat trout, over-wintering in any or all of
the three tributaries that will be directly affected by the project. Our data indicate that
the stream gradients of the tributaries are low enough to enable salmonids to utilize these
streams and there are no known natural barriers. Therefore, it is highly possible that
juvenile salmonids could utilize the north tributary and that the proposed class 3
designation for this stream is incorrect. Furthermore, the information regarding adult use
of Issaquah Creek and the north and south (WRIA 08.0199) tributaries, as well as, East

39015 172nd Avenue Southeast  Auburn, Washington 98092 « (253) 931-0652 « FAX (253) 931-0752

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Department August 15, 2000
Comments to the SE Issaquah Bypass Road Project Page 2

Fork Issaquah is incomplete. Cooperative spawning salmon surveys completed in 1995
and 1996 by the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe’s Fisheries Department and King County’s
Surface Water Management Division found numerous adult coho in Issaquah and the
East Fork Creeks, as well as, both the south tributary to Issaquah Creek discussed in the
DEIS. Also, a third tributary that flows to the East Fork is mentioned on page 3-2, but is
not discussed anywhere else in the DEIS, particularly on page 4-92 in the “Affected
Environment Section”. Furthermore resident trout are also likely found throughout the
project area; however, the DEIS only considers sea-run cutthroat trout. Finally, kokanee
in Issaquah and East Fork Issaquah Creeks were not considered in the DEIS and may also
be adversely affected. As a result of these omissions, the DEIS fails to accurately
analyze the potential for adverse impacts to occur to salmonids and their habitat. The
FEIS should be updated accordingly based on new field surveys conducted throughout
the year to capture at least one year’s worth of data for the various species throughout
their life history.

In addition to incomplete salmonid information, the DEIS fails to consider other species
that may occur within or downstream of the project area. On September 5 1997, King
County SWM and Muckleshoot Indian Tribal Fisheries Department staff found one
Olympic mudminnow in the East Fork of Issaquah Creek upstream of the project site.
This species is listed as a “Sensitive Species” under Washington’s Priority Habitats and
Species program. Two lampreys were also found in Holder Creek; however, they were
not identified to species. A new survey should be conducted for the project area to
determine if river lamprey and Olympic mudminnows are within or downstream of the
project area.

Inadequate analysis of stormwater impacts to salmonids
Our second concern is the analysis in the DEIS fails to consider, analyze, and identify

mitigation for salmonids as a result of stormwater impacts. Direct and indirect impacts to
salmonids can occur as a result of stormwater, not just the habitat that these species use.
Current stormwater discharge standards do not consider the interaction of stormwater,
reduced wood and pool frequency, historical loss of off-channel overwintering habitats,
and the conversion of stream channels to predominately riffle and glide reaches. Though
the magnitude and duration of the peak discharge flows at or above 1/2 the 2-year
discharge event can be partially mitigated, the duration and frequency of lower flows are
increased by stormwater discharges regulated under existing stormwater regulations.
Thus the 1998 King County Stormwater Manual is more protective of the physical
elements of salmon habitat than previous standards, this manual cannot be considered
directly protective of salmonids and indeed may actually lead to adverse impacts to
salmonids. The 1998 Manual acknowledges this fact on page 1-15, Section 1.1.4
“Drainage Design Beyond Minimum Compliance”. )

The focus of existing stormwater standards has been to look at flows that alter stream
channels, but has generally overlooked biologically significant flows. Due to past land
use practices, stormwater is discharged into streams where the mainstems are typically
hydraulically simplified and the bulk of the off-channel, high flow refugia features have
been eliminated or disconnected. A comparison of the juvenile salmon habitat
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requirements and the hydrological outcomes of urbanization and flow control standards
suggests that while control of peak flows and duration of those flows are obligatory
components of a stormwater management program, such controls are insufficient to
protect salmon from stormwater or allow for recovery of salmon populations.

Previously, we identified this concem in our written comments to both the North and
South SPAR projects. This concerns are still outstanding for these projects and has not
been considered at all in this DEIS. For a detailed discussion of the potential adverse
impacts to salmonids, please see Attachment 1.

Inadequate analyses of impacts to habitat-forming processes
Our third concern is that the DEIS fails to consider the existing and future habitat-

forming processes and how the project may adverse affect these processes. For example,
on page 4-95, the DEIS states that because the north tributary provides poor fish habitat
today, the impacts on fisheries due to the road crossing are expected to minimal. We
disagree. As noted on page 4-94, the north tributary has a riparian zone equal to 200 feet
in width that contains native tree species in the canopy. These trees will eventually fall
into the north tributary where they will provide fish habitat or they could move
downstream into mainstem Issaquah Creek and provide habitat there. Removing these
trees will not only adversely affect the north tributary, which is likely provided at least
over-wintering rearing habitat for coho, steelhead, and trout, but will also adversely affect
Issaquah Creek by not being available for future habitat. The entire impacts section is
wrought with this type of logic error.

As a result, this section should be re-written in the FEIS that relies on existing data, as
well as a full discussion of habitat forming processes. A revised analysis should be done
in the FEIS that compares the existing habitat conditions to the National Marine Fisheries
Services® “Matrix of Pathways and Indicators”, which can be found in their 1996 Guide
to Biological Assessments. Any tree capable of growing to a height that is equal to its
distance from the stream has the potential to become functional habitat in streams.
Removal of these trees should be considered a significant adverse impact because the
existing channels have very low amounts of wood currently and it takes 70 to 100 years
to replace this wood naturally. Furthermore, in the course of re-writing the DEIS, the
authors are encouraged to review and cite information several literature sources
including, but not limited to:

o National Research Council. Committee on Protection and Management of Pacific
~ Northwest Anadromous Salmonids. 1996. Upstream: Salmon and Society on
Pacific Northwest.

e Spence, B.C. etal. 1996. An Ecosystem Approach to Salmonid Conservation.
Management Technology. TR-4501-96-6057.

e Stouder, D.J. et al. 1997. Pacific Salmon and their Ecosystems: Status and Future
Options. Symposium, Seattle Washington, January 10-12, 1994.
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s R2 Resource Consultants et al. 2000. Tri-County Urban Issues ESA Study
Guidance Document. Prepared on behalf of the Tri-County Urban Issues
Advisory Committee.

Alternatives .

Our last major concern is that according to the DEIS, Alternatives 2,4, and 6 will result in
more adverse impacts to the environment than Alternatives 1,3,5, and 7. For example,
more habitat area will be permanently lost in the affected tributaries due to filling and
culverts under Alternatives 2,4, and 6. As a result, Alternatives 2,4, and 6 should be
removed from further consideration. Furthermore, the other transportation options (i.e.
more Mass Transit, toll roads, etc.) should be pursued aggressively before a new roadway
with its associated adverse impacts is built. Without this approach, there will be a
continued degradation of salmonid habitat that will hinder recovery efforts.

In addition to these general comments, we have specific comments to this DEIS. We
appreciate the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, or need further
clarification of these comments, please contact me at (253) 939-3311, extension 116.

Sincerely,

Karen Walter
Senior Watershed Planner

Attachment

Cc:  U.S. Army Corps, Regulatory Branch
NMEFS, Dee Ann Kirkpatrick
USFWS, Jim Michaels
U.S. EPA, Steve Bubnick
FHWA, Michael Brower
WDFW, Larry Fisher
WSDOT, Gary Davis
WDOE, Alice Kelly, Shoreline Specialist
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Page Specific Concerns
On page 4-35, the DEIS is missing information about the approximate hectares that are
within erosion hazard areas for Alternative 4.

The DEIS indicates that the stormwater management facilities for this project will meet
Level 1 detention criteria. We do not support this standard because the impact associated
with increasing the duration of higher flows will not be mitigated. Furthermore, even if
the standard is increased to King County’s 1998 manual Level 2 standard, the duration-
matching performance standard, this standard, too, is inadequate to mitigate for the direct
and indirect impacts to salmonids that is discussed further in Attachment 1. Furthermore,
none of the existing stormwater standards adequately mitigate for the decrease in
baseflows as a result of an increase in impervious surfaces. Therefore, we disagree with
the statement on page 4-48 that the proposed detention facilities will mitigate for the
adverse impacts to the north and south tributaries of Issaquah Creek.

The FEIS should include an expanded discussion of existing and future water quality
conditions for all affected waterbodies. The DEIS only considered the Issaquah Basin
Plan. There is more information available regarding water quality, including the 1998
303(d) list. King County DNR staff, as well as, U.S. Geological Survey staff should be
contacted for any available water quality data. This data should be used to revise the
water quality analysis on pages 4-60 through 4-65.

Buffer averaging, as proposed on page 4-76, should not be allowed because buffer
averaging results in a net loss of buffer functions. The fully regulated buffer should be
provided for throughout this project. In areas where the buffer is not fully functional
currently, then the project should restore these buffers as mitigation for the permanent
loss of buffer areas due to the road crossing.

On page 4-76, the DEIS indicates that the mitigation for wetland buffers that is
contingent on another future development (Park Pointe). This approach is unacceptable
because the future development may never occur and the impacts will be unmitigated.
Furthermore, without details about the future development, then it is highly likely that
this additional project will have its own adverse impacts that will go unmitigated.
Salmon and their habitats need protection and restoration, not additional habitat loss.

On page 4-87, at the bottom, the DEIS notes that structural elements within the stream
corridor and the riparian area will be retained or replaced at the completion of
construction. If these elements are replaced with other material, i.e. wood debris, then
the replacement material should be at least equal to the size and diameter of the displaced
material. The DEIS fails to discuss if how future maintenance activities will address
wood that may enter streams and wetlands and approach the built structure. Any wood
that becomes a structural element in streams and wetlands should be left alone and not
physically removed from the watershed, as is often the practice. If there are any pieces of
wood that may threaten stream and wetland crossings, then this material should be
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relocated downstream of the affected waterbody, rather than being removed without
replacement.

The entire Fisheries Section (pages 4-91 through 4-97) should be rewritten based on new
information that is available and/or collected as we recommended above.

We do not agree with the conclusion on page 4-102 that “no adverse effect on chinook
salmon are expected” because peak flow rates and pollutant and sediment levels will be
reduced as a result of stormwater facilities. As we noted previously, the stormwater flow
rates are inadequate. The pollutant and sediment levels will be reduced, not eliminated;
therefore, adverse impacts to chinook are possible.

We would like an opportunity to review and comment to a draft of the Biological
Assessment for bald eagles, bull trout, and chinook salmon as soon as it is available (page
4-97).

On page 4-101 the DEIS states that there is no data available for salmon usage of the
south tributary. We disagree. As stated previously, MITFD and King County SWM staff
completed cooperative spawning salmon surveys in 1995 and 1996. In addition, there
may be anecdotal information from volunteers participating in the multi-agency
“Volunteer Spawners Survey”. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
spawning salmon database in incomplete and should not be used to determine the extent
of salmon utilization. WDFW survey specific sections of streams annually, and do not
conduct comprehensive surveys.

On page 4-191, the DEIS provides a partial discussion about the increase in duration of
higher flow volumes as a result of the North and South SPAR road projects, along with
the Southeast Issaquah by-pass project. This increase in duration of higher flow volumes
is not discussed under the Fisheries Section, just the increase in volume. Again, the
presumption is that only fisheries habitat would be adversely affected, not the fisheries
resources themselves. Furthermore, the DEIS states that “no additional mitigation is
proposed for the bypass project to reduce potential secondary and cumulative impacts”.
As a result, cumulative adverse impacts will occur without mitigation and will likely
impair recovery and restoration of salmonid populations in this watershed.
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ATTACHMENT 1
JUVENILE SALMON, SALMON HABITAT, AND STORMWATER

INTRODUCTION

Water and habitat quality and quantity determine the freshwater productivity of a
watershed for salmon and successful salmon production up to the point of marine entry
requires that streams or rivers provide adequate summer and winter rearing habitat, and
migration corridors from spawning and rearing areas to the sea. For a stormwater
management program to be effective, it must mitigate direct and indirect impacts to
salmonids. For the purposes of this discussion, direct impacts are those measurable
impacts to the structural habitat used by salmonids, such as pools, riffles, wood, etc.
Indirect impacts are impacts that do not alter the structural habitat, but alter the velocity
of water in some or all of the affected stream channel or the duration of a specific
velocity at a given point in the stream channel.

The impacts of stormwater quantity fall into two broad categories harmful
to salmon and salmon habitat: (1) increased magnitude and frequency of
disturbance to the stream hydrograph particularly at the smaller storm events
resulting in direct impacts upon salmonids (i.e. the design release rates does not
consider the vulnerability of downstream salmon to stormwater water impacts at
events less than 50 percent of the 2-year, 24-hour storm event); and (2) impacts to
salmon habitat through physical disruption of the stream channel through lateral
erosion, channel widening, bed scour, incision, pool in-filling, flushing, and
removal of wood, which result in simplified stream channels and greater instability.

The specific hydrologic impacts of development are well documented: (1)
increased peak flows; (2) increased duration of high flows; (3) increased volume of
runoff; (4) increased frequency and magnitude of peaks; (5) creation of new peak flows
where none previously existed;

The inability of technical standards to address all significant impacts is
compounded by the observation that stormwater management does not consider the
additive, synergistic, and cumulative impacts of stormwater induced changes in the flow
duration curve with the historical loss of salmonid overwintering or high flow refugia
habitats, conversion of stream channels to predominately riffle and glides, and reduced
quantities of in channel wood.

The emergent fry and overwintering life history stages of juvenile salmonids
occur typically during the wettest parts of the year, when the greatest volumes of
stormwater are expected to be generated. Due to limited swimming abilities arising from
size, reduced water temperatures, and/or limited food supplies these two life history
stages are potentially at particular risk from high flows and the associated water
velocities, even in systems with unaltered hydrology and instream habitat. Due to the
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inherent limitations of the technical standards and the current failure to consider the
interaction of stormwater with a hydraulically, simplified stream channel, the stormwater
management regimes typically overlook (1) the potential for regulated stormwater flows
that do not cause flooding or channel erosion to still impact juvenile salmonids directly
and (2) for stormwater management to paradoxically increase impacts upon juvenile
salmonids while reducing impacts on channel form and structure. This paper shall
discuss the potential for stormwater management to 1) directly effect juvenile salmonids
at flow volumes below those that cause flooding or influence the channel form, and 2)
reduce the temporal or spatial distribution of water velocities used by juvenile salmonids,
especially during the emergent fry state or the overwintering stage. Unless these two
potential impacts are considered and appropriate mitigation measures developed, salmon
protection and recovery in a variety of landscapes and locations may fail despite the
implementation of stormwater discharge rate standards that protect channel form and
reduce flooding.

JUVENILE SALMON HABITAT REQUIREMENTS
Introduction

Within a given channel, the portion of the channel suitable for refuge from high
flows varies with flow and habitat complexity. Even at low flows, much of the stream
channel can have water velocities exceeding juvenile salmonid swimming abilities.
Juvenile salmonids move in and out of areas in response to elevated flows.

Juvenile salmonids have limited swimming abilities and except for brief darts or
forays into areas of higher water velocity to feed, change positions, efc., tend to remain in
those portions of the stream channel with velocities less than 30 to 60 cm/s in the
summer, and even lower velocities in the winter. Even in unaltered streams, water
velocities lower than these thresholds, particularly during the rainy season, are not found
throughout the entire stream, but in rather restricted locations. These locations
containing suitable volumes of water with acceptable water velocities and depths often
result from instream habitat complexity such as wood, debris jams, channel obstructions,
side channels, etc., and off-channel areas such as wetlands, beaver ponds, wall-based
channels, efc.

The longer juvenile salmonids rear in freshwater, the more susceptible they are in
general to poor quality habitat in streams and rivers. Two life history stages of salmonids
overlap with the rainy season, the time of greatest stormwater discharge to the stream
channel in lowland Puget Sound streams. These life history stages are (1) the emergence
and early fry rearing stage and (2) for some species overwintering. Juvenile coho
production is often limited by the availability of summer and winter freshwater rearing
habitats. Though the species-specific requirements and time spent in freshwater differ,
they share several common elements influenced by stormwater, particularly stream
hydrology. Juvenile salmonids during and immediately after fry emergence, during early
freshwater rearing, and during the winter for those species or stocks with extended
freshwater rearing, are dependent upon areas of extremely low water velocity. These
stormwater vulnerable life history stages will be discussed in greater detail below.

Fry Emergence and Early rearing
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The swimming abilities of juvenile salmon are limited, in both maximum speed
and the ability to maintain lower speeds for extended periods. Stream depth and water
velocity are both closely dependent on stream discharge. High stream flows, with
associated elevated water velocities, are particularly detrimental to juvenile salmonids.
To avoid excessive velocities, upon emergence from the gravel, juvenile salmonids move
to the margins of stream channel were water velocities are lower due to friction and flow
obstructions, yet the water velocities in these areas are typically less than 30 cm/s for
coho and 60 cm/s for chinook. :

Coho emigration from experimental stream channels during winter conditions
increases with increasing flow. High winter flows and associated high velocities are
particularly detrimental to coho in the 45-70 mm size, and coho fry production. Water
velocities exceeding 30 cm/s can displace many juvenile coho salmon downstream.
Though fish do not respond to mean overall channel water velocities, but immediate
point or focal velocities in the near vicinity, juvenile coho tend to depart from areas
where the average localized stream velocity in the water column exceeds 20 cm/s.

Juvenile chinook inhabit primarily pools and stream margins, particularly
undercut banks, behind woody debris accumulations, and other areas with cover and
reduced water velocity. While chinook salmon habitat preferences are similar to coho
salmon, chinook salmon inhabit slightly deeper water, 15-120 cm, and higher velocity (0-
38 cm/s) areas than coho salmon. In main stem rivers, juvenile chinook are associated
with stream margin habitats in areas where water velocity is noticeable slower than areas
immediate distal to the slack water.

Overwintering

Coho smolt production is using limited by rearing, rather than spawning habitat.
Though, coho smolt production has often been linked to the availability of summer
habitat it is also becoming increasingly linked to the availability of and winter rearing
(overwintering) habitats. Overwintering is an energetically stressful time for juvenile
fish, particularly in the mainstem of rivers and larger tributaries where water velocities
tend to be higher.

By seeking cover and entering areas of reduced and relatively stable water
velocities such as side channels, wall-based channels, off-channel habitats, beaver ponds,
deep pools and wetlands, juvenile coho avoid being swept out of the waterbody during
winter storms, and also avoid predators when swimming ability is reduced by low
temperatures. The importance of extremely low water velocity is emphasized by the
observations that disproportionately high numbers of overwintering coho are found in
reaches with velocities between 0 and 9 cm/s, juvenile coho move into pools with

velocities lower than 15 cm/s, when temperatures drop below 7°C, and even during the
summer months coho to migrate from areas where the average stream velocity in the
water column exceeds 20 cm/s. Shortages of appropriate winter or high flow rearing
habitats, such as backwater pools, beaver ponds, wetlands, and other off-channel rearing
areas, are considered the primary factor limiting coho salmon production.

To avoid unfavorable rearing conditions, juvenile coho move from summer
rearing habitats into overwintering habitats. Most juvenile coho leave the summer
rearing reaches during the first freshettes of the fall unless there is a combination of low
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velocity, shade and wood debris in the summer rearing areas. The number of juvenile
coho that do not migrate, but instead remain in the summer rearing stream reaches
increases as cover and inwater complexity, important elements of overwintering habitat,
increases in the stream channel. The survival and growth rates of juvenile salmonids in
suitable overwintering habitat are greater than for those in more exposed habitats.
Additionally, juvenile coho use of winter habitats varies with cover type and flow; areas
with more complex cover contained more juvenile coho during the winter.
Overwintering production is influenced by the stability or quality of winter habitat.
Juvenile coho survival in winter varies directly with fish size and stream complexity and
inversely with the magnitude of the peak stream flow.

Some researchers working in an urban stream with a riparian corridor found that
age 1+ and older cutthroat and coho pre-smolts were larger and more abundant in stream
sections with complex habitat. Additionally, they found that while coho fry were found
in sections with simple habitat, habitat generally lacking wood and pools, no yearling
coho were found in simple habitats. They estimated that salmonid biomass in the simple
reaches of the study stream was 20% that of the complex sections.

Overwintering habitat requirements for juvenile chinook salmon often differ from
coho. Most chinook in Puget Sound are ocean type chinook and typically migrate to the
ocean immediately after fry emergence or within a few months, limiting their exposure to
high flows. However, one researcher reported that in artificial streams with coarse
bottom substrate that fluctuating stream discharge increased the number of chinook fry
moving downstream when water velocities exceeded 25 cm/s. Other researchers have
also observed that flow fluctuations leading to abrupt increases in stream discharge can
wash out or displace young fish with limited swimming ability, though the vulnerability -
to washout decreases with increased fish size.

PRE-URBANIZATION AND URBANIZATION IMPACTS TO THE STREAM
CHANNEL AND SALMON HABITAT.

Prior to urbanization, most of the lowland areas of the Pacific Northwest upon
which the urban and urbanizing areas sprawl, contained a mosaic of mainstem and side
channels, beaver ponds, off-channel habitats, and streams filled with wood, features
preferred by overwintering juvenile salmonids. Following settlement, wetland draining
for conversion to cropland, timber harvest, road construction, levee construction and
other activities destroyed or degraded off-channel overwintering habitats as well as
prevented or impaired access into some of the remaining off-channel habitats.
Additionally, in-river activities such as channelization and wood removal for navigation
and flood control purposes reduced the number and quality of pools and debris jams.

Thus, even prior to the development of the major urban and urbanizing centers in
last 75 years and resultant profound changes in hydrology, the quality and quantity of
overwintering and/or early fry rearing habitat had been greatly diminished since the
quality and quantity of the preferred areas, such as large deep pool habitats with complex
wood; beaver ponds; side channels; etc., had been directly or indirectly eliminated.
Furthermore, the extent of high velocity areas such as riffles and glides, habitats with low
salmonid use increased. These changes in channel morphology wrought considerable
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change upon the ability of the stream channel to support juvenile salmonids particularly

during the rainy season.

Pools are essential to stream rearing juvenile salmon. In general, a variety of pool
types are required in the stream channel to provide the range of habitats needed by
different salmon species and age classes throughout the year. For example, slow moving
dammed or backwater pools provide areas of reduced velocity used by juveniles while
rearing particularly during storm events or the winter. The amount of large woody debris
in streams has been related to juvenile salmonid abundance and distribution and
structural complexity is an important element of coho salmon overwintering habitat,

Large woody debris has a major impact on channel form in both small streams and large
rivers. In forested streams, LWD is associated with the majority of pools and the amount
of LWD has a direct affect on pool volume, pool depth and the percentage of pool area in
a stream parameters directly linked to salmon habitat suitability and ability to shelter
salmon from elevated flows.

Urbanization occurred upon a landscape that had already been modified as
discussed above. However, as a result of urbanization, aquatic habitats in urban and
urbanizing areas are more highly altered of any land-use type in the Pacific Northwest,
and the proportion of the streams within urban areas that are degraded is greater than
those subject to other land uses. Though the total amount of urban area is often small
compared to total basin size, urban areas are often located in areas that either once were
important habitat areas for salmon, areas with low gradients, that often contain wetlands,
flood plains or that are along major rivers, tributary junctions and estuaries or are located
in positions on the landscape that favor the formation of habitats used by overwintering
juvenile salmon. Additionally, activities associated with urbanization (e.g. building
construction, utility installation, road and bridge building, storm water discharge) alter
the land surface, soil, vegetation, and hydrology significantly and can affect salmon
habitat directly and indirectly through habitat loss and modification. This urbanization
has resulted in further channelization of rivers, loss of bank irregularities, infill of pools
with sediment, fill of wetlands, loss of access into off-channel habitats, etc. This has
reduced the quantity of accessible overwintering habitat and its quality through removal
of wood or overhanging vegetation, loss of depth, etc. In short, the quality and quantity
of the preferred off-channel habitats used preferentially by overwintering coho have been
further reduced by urbanization. Urbanization has compounded and magnified the
impacts of previous land conversion from forest land to agriculture.

The combination of historical and more recent land use has altered the stream
corridor. As a result of these alterations, the remaining overwintering habitat is found in
the mainstem channels, rather than in off-channel areas in most urban streams and many
non-urban streams. However, it is these mainstem channels that are most influenced by
stormwater and stormwater management.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT GOALS, DISCHARGE RATES AND
ASSUMPTIONS.

Flow and duration controls are designed to protect the channel from increased
energy or duration of energy that can alter the channel form. This is achieved by
preventing initiation or aggravation of erosion and stream channel instability by
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maintaining at predevelopment levels the aggregate time that the post-developed flows
exceed an erosion-causing threshold. To avoid increases in channel instability, the
proposed Department of Ecology manual use technical standards for flow control that
avoid excessive duration of geomorphically significant flows by requiring stormwater
facilities to maintain the duration of high flows at their pre-development levels for all
flows greater than one-half of the 2-year peak flow up to a specific flow event. It is
assumed that such duration controls will protect streams with important aquatic habitat.
Though these restrictive flow control regimes may avoid increases in channel instability,
the velocity of water required to be geomorphically significant is much greater than water
velocity that either exceeds juvenile salmon swimming abilities, displace fish, reduces
the spatial or temporal distribution of acceptable water velocities, or confine to juvenile
salmonids to smaller area, thus increasing competition and potential for displacement: all
thresholds of biological impact.

The major difference between biologically and geomorphically significant flows
is that the velocity required to displace juvenile salmonids is generally less than 30 cm/s,
a velocity much lower than that required to alter the form of gravel dominated streams.

Due to these differences in required water velocity, it is one thing to assume that
controlling geomorphically significant flows will protect, or at least reduce damage to,
channel form and structure and hence the structural elements of salmon habitat, such as
pools, wood, and gravel. However, it is quite another to believe that controlling
geomorphically significant flows will directly protect salmon from the altered stream
hydrology, particularly in the simplified stream channels found throughout most of the
urban and urbanizing areas. Reliance upon technical standards regulating the rate at
which stormwater can be discharged will not protect salmon and indeed may
inadvertently lead to increased impacts upon juvenile salmonids. The failure to consider
the interaction of stormwater, historical loss of overwintering habitats and the conversion
of stream channels to predominately riffle units with reduced quantities of wood
combined with the traditional emphasis of stormwater management upon flooding and
channel forming events has lead to a situation where the stormwater management may
actually lead to adverse impacts to salmonids. A summary of some of these limitations
and assumptions in stormwater management is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Some assumptions in stormwater management.
ASSUMPTION/LIMITATIONS IMPACT ON IMPACT ON SALMON
SALMON HABITAT
Projects with less than 5,000 square feet of | Cumulative increase in Increased flashiness of winter
new impervious area are exempted volume of discharge with flows
potential to alter the stream Decreased summer base flows

The design of release rates does not consider
the vulnerability of downstream salmon to
stormwater water impacts at events less than
or equal to 1/2 of the 2-year, 24-hour storm
event

Increased frequency of storm
events equivalent to 1/2 of the 2-
year storm event decreasing the
spatial and temporal extent of
water velocities within the
tolerances of juvenile salmonids.

Small storms are not addressed for flow
contro}

See above

Only new development is addressed

No decrease in cumulative
level of impact

Can extend the duration of flows
that have effects similar to above

No requirements to address cumulative
impacts or to compensate for projects that
fall below regulatory thresholds
Design release rates overlook that in most
urban and urbanizing streams past land use
practices have reduced the quality and
quantity of habitat used by salmon for
shelter from naturally occurring high-flow
events and increased the extent of habitats,
which are unsuitable for use during high
flows.

No decrease in cumulative
level of impact. Channels
may continue to dej

The impacts of increased
flows are increased due to lack
of hydraulic complexity to
dissipate energy and stabilize
gravel.

For a given channel complexity,
the portion of the channel suitable
for refuge from high flows varies
with flow and habitat complexity.
Thus, the vulnerability of salmon
to high flow events in urban and
urbanizing areas has increased,
even if urbanization did not lead to
increased duration, peaks, or
frequency of high flow events.
Though flows have increased,
juvenile salmonids have less
habitat with low velocity flows

Due to previous land use actions, the
frequency and volume of in-channel will
continue to decline in many streams.

See above

The quality and quantity of habitat
available for juvenile salmonids to
shelter from high flows will
decrease.

Stormwater design release rates generally
use average stream velocity, depth, and
cross-sectional area at locations along a
longitudinal profile of the stream channel to
calculate impacts.

Stream channels are
heterogeneous and water
depth, velocity, and cross-
sectional area varies. Thus,
the same flow will have
different impacts upon the
stream channel depending
upon the stream geometry.

Juvenile salmonid distribution in
streams is not influenced by
average channel velocity, but the
quality and quantity of
microhabitats with suitable
velocity, cover, and depth.

STORMWATER IMPACTS UPON JUVENILE SALMONIDS

Prior to the discussion of stormwater impacts upon juvenile salmonids, the
preceding discussion will be summarized in a series of bullets to provide the framework
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for the discussion of impacts and the presentation of measures to reduce the site specific
and cumulative impacts of stormwater. Current stormwater management programs that
rely upon design release rates and capital improvement programs, and future stormwater
programs may rely additionally upon land use and more restrictive release rates will fail
to protect and recovery salmon due to inherent limitations of technology and the current
degraded state of most streams. These are summarized below:

A. Urbanization has increased the magnitude, frequency, and duration of peak flows at
all storm events and particularly increased the frequency of flow events equivalent to
the historical 2- and 5-year flows.

B. The use of average stream velocity, depth, and cross-sectional area at locations along
a longitudinal profile of the stream channel masks variations in the relative
distribution of water velocities that can be used by juvenile salmonids as high flow
refugia.

C. Typically, the higher the flow, the greater the velocity at a specific point in a stream
channel, except in the presence of hydraulic complexity.

D. Stream areas that function as pools during low flow can become glides during higher
flows. .

E. Most streams in urban and urbanizing areas are hydraulically simplified compared to

the pre-development condition

The portion of the channel suitable for refuge from high flows varies with flow and

habitat complexity. The usual response in hydraulically simplified systems is an

increase in average velocity and reduction in the volume of low velocity habitat
suitable for use as high flow refugia by juvenile salmonids. The velocity refuge
downstream from mid-channel boulders diminishes as flows increase. Furthermore,
the relative and absolute volume of slow moving water decreases as flow increase in
rock dominated systems, but increases up to a threshold flow in system with complex
wood till a threshold flow is reached and then it decreases with increasing flow.

G. Turbulence can prevent juvenile salmon from using areas of the stream with suitable
velocities.

H. In natural streams, even during ambient winter flow conditions, water velocities in
most of the mainstem water column in urban and urbanizing streams exceed the
swimming thresholds of juvenile salmonids.

1. Even if storm water management releases water to the stream at the same rate as
would occur from the site under old-growth forest conditions, water in the stream will
behave much differently in the simplified channel, tending to move through these
simplified channels faster than in a complex channel;

J. The greater the habitat complexity the greater the proportion of the stream channel
with velocities within the swimming thresholds of juvenile salmonids. Complex
habitats support larger number of juvenile salmonids during the winter months than
simpler habitats.

K. Juvenile salmonids in urbanized stream have little access to off-channel
overwintering and high-flow refugia, the preferred overwintering areas for coho.
Therefore, many coho are found in mainstem areas. In the mainstem areas, they
make use of low velocity areas. As stormflows drop, water velocities decrease, and
juvenile salmon can move into areas of previously excessive velocity, until the next
storm event occurs.

=
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L. Stormwater discharge leads to 1) increased velocities which can convert areas of
suitable velocities into areas of less suitable velocity and/or 2) increase the duration
of the time as for velocities within the range of suitability for overwintering
salmonids fewer problems would result. However, the increased duration of flows of
velocities higher than the pre-developed condition and more than those conducive to
overwintering has great potential for adverse impacts.

M. These mainstem areas are most vulnerable to hydrologic alterations due to
stormwater.

N. Stormwater management for regulated development has or will increased the duration
of flows that equivalent to one-half the two year storm event, increasing the period of
time the stream channel is experiencing flows equivalent to a storm event.

O. In most streams juvenile salmon have little shelter from elevated flows regardless of
the ambient winter flow due to historical decreases in the quality and quantity of
habitat that provides water velocities suitable for use and an increase in the extent of
habitats that do not support use during high flows.

Combining these elements leads to the conclusion that the spatial and temporal
distribution of water velocities acceptable for emergent fry rearing, high flow refuge, or
overwintering in the stream channel are influenced by the interaction of flow and channel
complexity. Stormwater management decision, programs, and actions currently decrease
or avoid increases in peak flows to protect channel form. A consequence is an increase
in the duration of flows and frequency of the flows equivalent to the 1/2 of the 2-year
flow event and an increase in the frequency of flows less than 1/2 of the 2-year discharge
event. The long-term outcome if the conversion of the stream channel into a chronic
storm discharge condition with adverse impacts upon juvenile salmonids that must be
mitigated.

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION OR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
MEASURES REQUIRED TO PROTECT SALMONIDS

The interaction of the cumulatively altered channel and the cumulative impacts of
additional stormwater discharge or stormwater management programs must be
considered in evaluating the effectiveness of discharge standards in protecting salmon
and allowing for their recovery.

Though duration control for the channel forming flow is extremely important to
reduce the potential for further increases in channel instability and to increase the
probability that instream restoration projects will survive, control of flow duration will
not by itself recover salmon. A stormwater management program designed to allow for
the recovery of salmon requires at least four mutually integrated elements: 1) land use
management; 2) technical standards for release rates; 3) capital improvement projects to
reduce cumulative flow impacts; and 4) and increased in-channel hydraulic complexity in
the receiving stream to decrease the vulnerability of salmon to stormwater.

Land Use

Land use is the most critical aspect of preventing further stormwater-induced
degradation of instream habitat and the spatial temporal distribution of water velocities
acceptable to juvenile salmonids. Land development above a certain thresholds will

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe’s Fisheriés Department ’
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inexorable alter the stream hydrograph. It is conceptually possible to control the peak
flow rates and the frequency and duration of geomorphically significant flows. However,
the control of the geomorphically significant flow requires increasing the duration or
frequency of lower flows, flows that have a potential to adversely influence salmon use
of streams, without noticeable alteration of channel form. However, even with technical
standards and capital improvement projects, the outcome of land use decisions is the
inexorably creation of stream channels with flow regimes equivalent to storm events in
the pre-development channel.

Technical Standards

Technical standards to control the release of water for new and redeveloped sites
are essential components of a stormwater management strategy designed to protect
salmon, salmon habitat, and allow for the recovery of salmon and salmon habitat.
However, for the reasons described above and in Table 1 technical standards are suited to
preventing increases in flows that damage channel form, not flows that may restrict
salmon use of stream channels or reaches.

Capital Improvement Programs

Technical standards controlling the release rates of stormwater from new
development will partially ensure that there is no significant increase in flows that erode
the streambed or destabilize the channel. The extent of past development constructed
without stormwater management facilities has created a situation where cumulative
alteration to the stream hydrograph has led to widespread degradation of the stream
channel. There is a need to decrease the peak rate of flow in the stream channel and
more importantly the duration of time the geomorphically significant flow is exceeded.
Several issues preclude reliance upon CIPs alone. First, the use of CIPs to impose flow
duration curves will of necessity increase the frequency and duration of flows below the
1/2 of the 2-year flow event and whatever flow is the target flow. Furthermore, CIPs
targeting flow control for channel stability reasons will do nothing to provide the
instream hydraulic complexity the salmonids need to shelter from high flows.

Finally, even if CIPs could be built to mimic the natural delivery of water to the
stream channel, it is unreasonable to expect pre-development flows to behave in a pre-
development manner in a post-development channel, typically devoid of hydraulic
complexity. All of the three preceding options suffer from the same flaw, even if through
a combination of CIPs, land use planning, and technical standards, we returned basins to
a stage where the quantity of water leaving a site was equivalent to that in the forested
state, in most streams juvenile salmonids have few places to shelter from even naturally
occurring flows. A situation a stormwater management plan needs to acknowledge and
address.

Increased hydraulic Complexity.

It is important to remember that even in natural streams, salmonids have evolved
mechanisms to avoid seasonal high velocities and other unsuitable hydrology. If they
required the presence of certain habitat elements to avoid or reduce the impacts of
naturally occurring high flows, the need for those habitat elements is greater in the
presence of the increased volumes of stormwater generated by urbanization. This
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program should target the creation of habitat elements used by salmon to shelter from
high flows. For juvenile chinook and coho, such programs should increase the
complexity of the stream margin and middle to provide low velocity areas for early
rearing. These low velocity areas could be non-scour formed pools or areas behind
complex wood structures. Coho salmon fry increased their use of low velocity areas

. behind rootwads during elevated flow events. The use of boulders to create hydraulic
complexity should be avoided. Brown trout have been observed to move to the slower
inshore areas because the velocity refuge downstream from mid-channel structures,
generally boulders, diminished as flows increased. Slow current velocities are important
to juvenile salmonids, such as coho, but the productivity of low velocity areas increases
with shade and three-dimensional complexity.
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Robert Brock

Public Works Director
City Of Issaquah

PO Box 1307
Issaquah,Wa 98027

Study after study has shown that when roads are built they fill up shortly
afterwards with more cars. So in essence the SE By-pass proposal creates more
problems down the road which means our children and grandchildren will be
debating the same issues we are debating today.

How can we have a different kind of conversation that does not pit the No-By
pass people against those who would build it at any cost to our environment or our tax
roles? Many of us who are asking the city not to proceed with the SE By-pass would
welcome the opportunity to be pioneers in this new dialogue. However, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement does not allow for this conversation. The draft EIS is
cut and dry. Tear through this wetland on the south end of the by-pass, cut out large
swaths of trees, take some homes away from people, impact our water supply,
increase the noise pollution, displace large animals, etc, etc. Let’s talk this over in a
way that honors many points of view and puts the focus on every member of the
community to accept its responsibility in this controversial issue.

I propose we step back from these limited alternatives and look for 21 st
century solutions to 21s century problems. Attempting to build our way out of
Issaquahs traffic problems are old approaches that did not work well then and
certainly will not work well now. Can there be a place in the EIS allowing for
citizens to work from the bottom up in establishing alternative no build solutions?

The Issaquah Environmental Council is prepared to participate in such a
dialogue and take a leadership role if the City of Issaquah is open to one.

Thank you

Al Souma
975 Greenwood Blvd,
Issaquah,Wa 98027

cc:Don Peterson-Federal Highway Administration
Ron Paananen-King County Engineering Services
Loree Randal-Dept. of Ecology
Jerry Alb-Director of Environmental Services
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275 NW Cherry P1.
Issaquah, WA 98027-3252
425 391 8157

July 22, 2000

Mr. Bob Brock, Director
Public Works

City of Issaquah

1775 - 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

In response to the Environmental Impact Statement, 1 am opposed to the proposed bypass
because of probable increased air poltution. Turge the City to eliminate this project.

Please include my statement in the EIS review.

Sincerely,

AT o Tl

hew
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Issaquah City Council
City Hall
1ssaquah, WA 98027

Gent.lemen:

1 write to protest the construction of the SE Bypass. This is, without doubt,
the worst project to come before the council in my 25 years of living on
Tiger Mountain. I am not a resident of your city, but this road would have

a most deleterious effect on my life,

What is the point of enticing ever more traffic onto the Hobart Road, of
channeling this traffic to and around the City of Issaquah, creating noise,
air pollution, and even more traffic congestion as the commuters pile up
on this new road?

One wonders if there is any consideration at all for those of us who actually
live here NOW, The only reason for the Bypass seems to be to facilitate
things for developers and people from the south who want to get to 1-90.

Can you imagine the state of the air in the Hobart Valley if this thing

is built and traffic volumes increase?

The answer to all of these problems is to turn Highway 18 into a proper free-
way with two lane access to I-90 westbound. This would create a somewhat
longer but indubitably faster and easier commute. Issaquah would be saved,
its mountains, valleys, trails, wetlands, community and schools would retain
their character and not be sacrificed to greed and the automobile.

Very truly yours,

ol

Constance D. Leahy
Highway 18 is the best choice for a Bypass.
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Mr. Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

PO Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

This letter is to plead that you NOT build the southeast bypass. What is the
point of enticing ever more traffic onto the Hobart Road? Ag we all know, if
you build it, they will come.

I am concerned about noise. The EIS makes no mention of the Hobart Road which
is already noisy with traffic. Obviously, there would be more of it and the
decibel level would rise. Garbage trucks would return to the Hobart Valley. Noise!

Because of the mountains, air quality in the Hobart Valley is notoriously poor.
The EIS does not address this issue, confining itself to Front and I-90. A
redesign of this interchange should ameliorate this problem.

Water quality: The EIS states that use of pesticides and fertilizer in land-
scaping will be "minimized" and trucks will have warning signs so they do not
upset themselves into the wetland surrounding the new road. Really? Do

you believe this? The EIS states that bridges would be built across the wetlands.
How can a wetland survive with bridge construction followed by intense traffic
use? T am deeply concerned about the state of the aquifer if we keep paving

and paving and paving.

Under the propsed solution, we would lose 12.4 acres of vegetation. FRagmentation
of wildlife habitat is seemingly considered a non-issue, unimportant. I do not
agree.

The EIS states that the purpose of the proposed action is to take care of growth
south of Issaquah. What do you have in mind for the Hobart Valley? Apartments?
Condominiums? a freeway? We are presumably zoned rural, although that seems to
have little meaning these days. Rural areas are being paved to take care of the
developed places.

Is there any consideration at all for those of us who live here NOW? Is there
any concern for anyone other than developers, newcomers and commuters - oh,
and money? Why not turn Highway 18 into a freeway. It would be longer, yes,
but faster and easier than limping through town. Issaquah would be saved. We
would still hav@ a viable high school, established neighborhoods, mountains, valleys,
trails and wetlands. Issaquah could retain its character, what there is left of
it.
All that we have should not be lost to greed and the automobile.
Very truly yours, _
N

cm@@)&@\%

Constance D. Leahy
I have lived just off the Hobart Road for 25 years.
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July 6, 2000

Bob Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah
1775 12th Ave NW RE(
Issaquah, WA 98027
Jur

Dear Mr. Brock, .

PUBLIC \

Subj: More Comments on the SE Bypass Draft EIS

I was asked to re-direct these comments to you for inclusion in the Final EIS.
Thank you, 7

John MacDuff

620 SE Bush St
Issaquah, WA 98027

Subj:  [bypass] Purpose of the Bypass - Comments on DEIS

Date: _ 7/4/2000 8:58:30 PM Pacific Daylight Time

From: johntty@aol.com

Reply-to: bypass@egroups.com

To: pamf@ci.issaquah.wa.us

CC:  mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us, citycouncil@pci.issaquah.wa.us, bypass@egroups.com

Pam,

After reading through the SE Bypass Draft ELS dated June 2000, one thought
came to me. What is the purpose of this bypass?

The DEIS says it is to "reduce congestion” in the downtown Issaquah area. But
does this project really do that? What does your model really say?

In discussing the alternatives in Chapter 2 there are 3 tables (2-3, 2-4, and
2-5) which deal with congestion in 2005. They show that congestion at:
Front/Sunset AM as: today 66 sec, No-build 66 sec, Full build 30 sec
Front/WB Ramp [-90 AM as: today >180 sec, No-build >180 sec, Full build
>180 sec
Front/EB Ramp 1-90 PM as: today 175 sec, No-build 175 sec, Full build >180
sec
Front/Sunsct PM as: today 34 sec, No-build 34 sec, Full build 38 sec
That amounts to 1 getting better, 2 getting worse, and 1 so bad you can not
tell. How can you call that a reduction in congestion?

In discussing the alternatives in Chapter 2 there are 2 more tables (2-6, and
2-T) which deal with congestion in 2015. They show that congestion at:
Front/Sunset AM as: No-build 66 sec, Full build 31 sec
Front/WB Ramp 1-90 AM as: No-build >180 sec, Full build >180 sec
Front/EB Ramp 1-90 PM as: No-build 175 sec, Full build >180 sec
Front/Sunset PM as: No-build 34 sec, Full build 41 sec
That amounts to 1 still better, 2 still worse, and 1 still so bad you can not
tell. Essentially no change from 2005; just getting a little worse.

So, will we really accomplish anything? Congestion gets worse no matter which
alternative you chose. For this the preferred alternative will cost us

$27.3M. Out of the alternatives presented the greater benefit is No-build

since the money is not spent, but that too is no solution. I am certain the

real solution lays in an alternative not presented: one not in Issaquah, but

much farther east.

John MacDuff
Issaquah WA

620 SE Bush St
206-989-9761
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Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock,

Subj: Still More Comments on the SE Bypass Draft EIS

I was asked to re-direct these comments to you for inclusion in the Final EIS.
Thank you,

John MacDuff

620 SE Bush St
Issaquah, WA 98027

Subj:  [bypass] Comments on Draft EIS, June 2000

Date: _7/5/2000 10:44:53 AM Pacific Daylight Time

From: johntty@aol.com

Reply-to: bypass@egroups.com

To:  pamfi@ci.issaquah.wa.us

CC:  mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us, citycouncil@eci.issaquah.wa.us, bypass@egroups.com

Pam,

In the Draft EIS dated June 2000, in Chapter 1- Need, poor safety on the East
Bound off-Ramp from 1-90 to Front Street is listed as a problem that can be
solved by a new bypass. I think this is misleading.

The problem is the lack of queueing space for cars leaving the freeway. The
real solution to the safety problem is a much longer off-ramp to hold these
cars away from the lanes of traffic on 1-90.

Actually, most of this traffic is bound north and has nothing to do with
congestion in downtown Issaquah. It will be helped most by the Sunset
Interchange and the South Spar which are projects that have nothing to do
with any "need" for a bypass.

I think it should be deleted from the EIS.

John MacDuff
Issaquah WA

620 SE Bush St
206-989-9761
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Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock,

Subj: Comments on the SE Bypass Draft EIS

I was asked to re-direct these comments to you for inclusion in the Final EIS.
Thank you,

John MacDuff

620 SE Bush St
Issaquah, WA 98027

Subj:  [bypass] Comments on the SE Bypass Draft EIS
_Date: _7/6/2000 2:15:38 PM Pacific Daylight Time
From: johntty@aol.com
Reply-to: bypass@egroups.com
To:  pamf@ci.issaquah.wa.us
CC:  mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us, citycouncil@ci.issaquah.wa.us, bypass@egroups.com

Pam,

In reading through the DEIS dated June 2000, I noticed that there are 3 laws
or regulations which need an exception in order to build a bypass. These are
laws that are in place to protect us or the environment from damage due to
development. They are:

1. State Ecology - Shoreline Substantial Development, Conditional Use and
Variance Permit

2. King County - Ordinance prohibiting development in Sensitive Areas

3. City of Issaquah - Ordinance prohibiting development in Critical Areas

Are we sure we really want to make these exceptions? These ordinances and
regulations were not developed without much forethought and exceptions should
not taken lightly. Remember, it is a one-way street. There is no way to go

back if a mistake is made. We will have to live with it forever.

Thank you,

John MacDuff
Issaquah WA
620 SE Bush St
206-989-9761
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Subj:  Commentson the SE Bypass DEIS, June 2000
Dale 77200,

To: bobb@\ci washinglon wa.us

CC: mayor@el issanuah, wa.us

CC: citycouncil@c.issaquah.wa.us, bypass@egroups.com

T0: Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquan

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 96027

Dear Mr. Brock,

T looking through the SE Bypass Dreft EIS, | was surprised to find in chapter 5 thal the only comments were those from the

June 6th Round Table meeting or afer, All o the comments made presiously over the last 4 years were condensed into a table

which is only & 1o of comments reduiced to a few words summary in some cases and reduced to the authors name and date
_inothers with no indicafion of whal the comment was, —_— S
I do not think that is a fair reatment of all those comments, Shouldnt they really alt be there? Some of the comments are
important and alt of them are part of the complete record of the devetopment ofthe EIS.

John MacDuff
Issaquah WA

620 SE Bush St
206-989.9761
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John MacDuff

From: *John MacDuff" <johntty@hotmail.com>
To: "Bob Brock" <bobb@ci.washington.wa.us>
Cc: "Mayor Ava Frisinger” <mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us>; "Bypass Egroup" <bypass@egroups.com>;

"ssaquah CityCouncil" <citycouncil@ci.issaquah.wa.us>
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2000 6:07 PM
Subject: Comments on the SE Bypass DEIS, June 2000
TO: Bob Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock,

After reading the Draft EIS for the Southeast Bypass, it occured to me that

a very important alternative was completely overlooked and not included even
at the very beginning of the process. This route is a natural, carries many

cars today, and I understand that the State has plans already to widen this
route to make it capable of handling even more cars. This is Highway 18.

When I have asked before about alternatives not considered, often the
response has been, "Is's outside the study area." If that is your answer,

then I challenge that decission as outragious and extremely flawed. We know
from test runs, that this route is as much as 20 minutes FASTER and only 7
miles longer than the Hobart Road between Highway 18 / Hobart Rd and Front
Street / 1-90. This route only requires prioritizing the widening of Highway

18 to get that done sooner, and educating the driving public that it is a

quicker route!

1 would challenge you to add this alternative (widened to 4 lanes) and with
an educated public and see what that does to traffic congestion in Downtown
Issaquah. Some may argue that you can't get people to change. I think a few
incentives may help here. Like dropping the speed limit on the Hobart Road
to 35 MPH to discourage anything but local access. Adding traffic lights or
4-way stop signs at several intersections to further slow and discourage
pass-through traffic.

1 will understand why doing this may be repulsive to you and the Public
Works Department, since it takes away future work, but I think you have a
moral and ethical responsibility to the citizens of Issaquah to study this.
Think of the other City projects that would get done with the savings.

John MacDuff
Downtown Issaquah
620 SE Bush St
206-989-9761
71912
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July 27, 2000

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services Don Pelerson

Washington State DOT Environmental Affairs Office  Federal Highway Administration
PO Box 47331 711 8. Capitol Wy, #501
Olympia, WA 98504 Olympis, WA 98501

Robert Brock, Public Works Director Ren Paananen
City of Issaquah King Co. Engineering Services
PO Box 1307 201 8. Jackson St.

Issaquah, WA 98027 Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Dear Genliemen:

| have grave concems for impacts 10 Issaquah School District due 1o the proposed SE Issaguah Bypass. Upon reading
the Draft Environmental impact Statement, | am alarmed at the absence of deseriptions of impacts on our schools and
any proposed mitigations.

1 share the concerns expressed by Board President Mary Scott at the June 8, 2000 Roundtable Discussion. Noise will
increase significantly, air quality will decrease, access will be denied to the Tiger Mt. naturat leaming environment and
athietic training paths, and athletic events could be impacted. With heavy trucks allowed on the Bypass, these concems
multiply.

The DEIS summary, page S-8 & 9, indicates that air qualily would not be significantly impacted, therefore mitigation would
notbe required.

Pages 4-14 to 4-19 report that noise levels at Clark Elementary would increase ten-fold, from 47 to 57 dBA, and noise
levels at Issaquah High would increase by 18 & 19 dBA, from 44/45 to 58/63 dBA. We believe these figures are
understated in that they do not factor in up to 1000 trips by heav_y trucks, incquing.remtroduced garbage trucks. Evenso,

1pise barriers wege. oot considered feasible, except with All . Mitigations sue C-COJ)

jand huffers. realianing the roadway and insulaling the buildings were considered but nat found feasible.

Further, pages 8-18 &19 state that this propesed project would involve “encroachment ah | and
Clark Elementary [no mention of Tiger Mt. High School), ... access disruptions in hern project H
southbound sghool bus routes].... The propased roadway centerline would be approximately 380 {0 775 fee} from Clark

90 to 900 feet from IHS {depending on aitemalive chosen),” and “Mitiaation would not be required” for any of these.

“outdoor school activilies could be limited, especially alhietic fields during different construction phases.... Traffic
congestion also could occur near schools in the aflernoon when classes end, Travel disruptions and delays for residents
and school buses would eccur depending on truck route selection and associaled schedules” But, no mitigations are
suggested) (DEIS, page 4-180)

Frankly, these are about the only references made (o schools' concerns in the entire 3-inch-thick document.

| would like to emphasize the concems of IHS teachers, Jay Radmer and Karla Craig. Concems that the encased
hallways would create (sound) wave guides which would intensify rather than disperse traffic noise and that increased
noise levels would impede student learming as well as increase student agitation are serious indeed and merit further
investigation. Mitigation would be absolulely necessary.

The District spends over $300,000 a year in transit delays. What causes those delays? Traffic studies for the DEIS found
that congestion was caused by a combination of pass-through commutet traffi¢, schocl-related traffic (school buses.
parents driving students, and studenis driving themselves), and local trips within a geographically restricted valley with
only one north-south route. Clearty, vehicle trips need to be diminished, not increased, as the SE Bypass would
Bncourage.

Local trips can decrease with options for altemaive transit—buses, bicycles and walkers. However, until the City of
Issaquah makes major routes and arierials aceessible and safe for these options, people will stay in their cars.

Commuer fraffic can be controlled without building a new toad that will atiract even more vehicles,

»  Construction of the 1-90 Interchange and North and South SPARS will mitigate same of the current congestion without
need for a SF Bypass.

o Commuter traffic could be managed with signage on lssaquan-Hobarl Rd. and SR18, at the south end, and 1-90 to the
north Indicating faster commutes using SR18 to 1-80 and the reverse.

+  Accelerating huild out of SR18 10 4anes, as planned, will entice cormmuters to that route,

4 Issaquah-Hoban Rd, could be metered at SR18, and Front St. could be metered at 1-90.

s+ Along-term, Inevitable altamative will be METRO routes with Park & Ride faciities in the ssaquah-Hobar corridor,

School-related rips are a primary reason for school bus delays (witness the immediate relief to congestion during school

holidays) and could be controlled with Several measures;

+  Incentives coukd be provided for students wha ride school buses or bikes, or walk, to discourage parent drop offs and
pick ups,

o Activity buses could be available daily to all routes,

*  Migh schools coukd restrict parking 10 studerts with demonstrated need (e.g., before school activities, after school
jobs, classes et other schools).

+  Street parking near schools Gould he prohibited.
s Buses could be housed at sateliite Iocations to the north and south of the District.

Please consider {he most compeliing argument against the proposed Bypass: [l wouldn'l work!

+  Three years after completion, congestion at Front St. ai 1-00 woukd be back 1o its current *F" rating. (DEIS pages 2-32
42.33)

»  With school buses, parenis and students choosing to use the Bypass, Front &t. at 2% would be gridiocked.

+  With speeds of only 35 mph and altowing for deceleralion al 3 lights, buses would again be backed up and waiting in
tratfic, this time on the new road,

o Issaquah-Hobart Rd. would experience increased traffic with no increase in capacity, endangering childrén 48 they
would enter and leave school buses,
What would we have accomplished?

s Dastruction of learning énvironrtiaeta for our chikiren at 3 schosls.
»  Imeparable demage 1o the character of historic, smalklown Issaquah,

Please consider these concerns and solutions as part of the Final EIS.

Sincarly,

Vit A
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Garolyn Syatowicz

From: Shelomalohe@zol com

S S,y 2,20 22594 0 Qe A
To: meyor@ciissaquah was

Subject Vo NO onIssaqueh SE bypess!

Dear Mayor Frisinger:

Plezse vote NO on the Issaquah ST bypass! As a former supperter of this
project, I' appalled by the cost, noise, pollution and other problems that
will be caused by what this once-sinple idea has becone. A currently
Gesigned, this project benefits alnost NOBODY in Issaquah,

Please show sone leadership and help et rid of this wasteful, noisy,
polluting nonstrosity.

Steve Gordon
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Bob Brock ‘ 07/24/00
Public Works Director

City of Issaquah

1775 12th Ave NW

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

As a 28 year resident of King County just south of the Issaquah City limits, | have
followed the 'progress' of the idea of a bypass with more than casual interest. |
believe the current City Council is attempting to answer the question: "How

best can we [temporarily] reduce the traffic congestion in the City of Issaquah?”
The City Council has been supplied information in the form of "Access Studies”
since 1989 that have supplied copious data to address this question, when |
would contend that the real question would be better stated as:

"How can the City of Issaquah participate in a regional solution to our regional
traffic congestion problems?"

Instead, the Council has been subjected to the dilemma of selecting one
piece-meal fix from a selection of piece-meal fixes. How did this come about?
Each of the studies quoted in the Draft EIS met their designated purpose; none
of which was to examine, or propose solutions to, the regional problem.

The 1989 study by Parsons Brinckerhoff was designed to support the Issaquah
sub-area, focused on I-90 interactions. The study by the same group in 1997
named it's top two goals as to serve the then-proposed Sunset Interchange,
and "bypass the City of Issaquah central business district". It would appear
that any regional alternatives were ground-ruled out because the traffic model
"assumes the incorporation of TDM [Traffic Demand Management] measures”.
(page 8 of the Alternatives Appendix). The summary goes on to describe how
any actions that can "reasonably expected to occur” will not have the same
effect as a proposed bypass. Based on narrow criteria such as these, 8 of the
9 alternatives were rejected, leaving only the Front Street to Sunset corridor to
be further investigated.

It would appear that no serious, regional study has been supported by the
City of Issaquah. The solution to Issaquah's traffic congestion problems
lies outside the City. If the City chose to devote the same amount of energy
and funds in the development of regional alternatives that Issaquah could
then participate in, | am certain truly useful, long-term solutions could be
found. On the present path, choosing the least onerous of the too-narrow
alternatives will give short-term relief at best, and long-lasting political and
economic repercussions at worst. What voting populace will follow the
leaders that so blithely lead them down this present path?

The Draft EIS for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass therefore fails

to consider the effectiveness of the proposed alternatives in the context
of a regional solution. This makes any of the build alternatives inferior
to the no-build alternative. Please reconsider a regional approach.

Larry ks
24001 SE 103rd St.
Issaquah, WA 98027

Cc: via e-mail, same date

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
‘Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office

P.O. Box 47331

Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson

Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capito! Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen

King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856
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590 NE Alder
Issaquah, WA 98027
425 392 6215
August 1, 2000

Mr. Bob Brock, Director
Public Works

city of Issaquah
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

As I was unable to attend the meeting last night concerning the
proposed overpass, I wish to have this added to the comments.

I am opposed to the overpass because of the possible consequences
to Issaquah’s water supply. I have witnessed what happened to my
daughter’s property at 865 Highwood Dr. SW, Issaguah, when Forest
Rim was built.

1. She has had increased water in her garden from run off and it
has destroyed nearly half of her back garden’s lawn.

2. Her basement has had leaks and the carpet has had to be
replaced.

3. It has been necessary for her to install a French drain
around her property to keep the water from coming inside the
basement as well as causing further water damage to the gardens.

I feel certain that this project will do the same to others
living in the affected area as well as damage the quality of our

drinking water and also cause run off to damage the quality of
water in Issaquah Creek.

Because of potential damage to the supply and quality of water in
Issaquah, I am OPPOSED to the proposed bypass.

Sincerely,
77@761%

Mary E. Lewis
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275 NW Cherry Pl.
Issaquah, WA 98027-3252
425 392 6589

July 17, 2000

Mr. Bob Brock

Public Works Director
Issaquah Public Works
1775 12th Ave. NW
Issagquah, WA 98027

Dear Bob:

I oppose the proposed bypass because of the potential for
increased noise pollution.

My house at 865 Highwood Dr., Squak Mountain, is no longer the
pleasant place to live in that it once was. From my deck facing
east, the noise of I-90 makes it almost impossible during the
summer to hold a conversation while sitting there. My bedroom
windows faced west and I could not have them open because of the
noise which bounced in. As a 20 year resident of that address, I
am appalled at the increase in sound.

If the entire project could be covered as on Mercer Island, I
would not be so reluctant about this proposed project. However,
I have been told that this is impossible because of the
additional cost. Therefore, I oppose this project.

What surprises me is that my house at 275 NW Cherry Place is more
quiet than the house on Squak Mountain. That seems to be because
I am again on the floor of the valley and do not receive the
bouncing sound waves as I did at 865.

Please keep the noise factor in mind as you receive input for
this project. Cover it over or eliminate it! Thank you.

Sincerely,

‘YMJu?Jﬁib VZ{;LP;LJ

MaryLou Lewis

Please include this in the response to the EIS as I was unable to
attend the meeting on Tuesday. Thanks
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Gordon Burdick, M. D.
4014 220th PI SE
Issaquah, WA 98029

July 15, 2000

Mr., Robert Brock,bPublic Works
P O Box 1307
‘Issaquah, WA 98017

Dear Mr. Brock

We strongly support the construction of the

SE Bypass designed to relieve the horrible
congestion on Front Street. We disagree with
some good friend who formed the "Issaquah
Environmental Council" who argue for the status
quo.

The prsent traffic gridlock on Front Street
can only get worse, and will soon ruin the old
downtown, and drive the remaining small
businesses elsewhere. To say letting things
get worse will drive people to busses and car
pooling is wishful thinking. It just doesn't
work that way.

Sincerely, :

- Aok fk Brndh
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15053 253 Ave SE
Issaquah, WA 98027

BYPASS

Over the last few weeks, there have been a number of letters and political announcements
voicing negative views relative to the Sonth Bypass. This letters stem from a minority of people,
who will be at the “open mic” meeting scheduled for August 1* in force. Will anyone show up
who lives in Issaquah proper, a Front Street merchant, an informed citizen or someone who Jives
in 98027 but outside of Issaquah who is prepared to speak for the bypass? The minority will
make every attempt to monopolize the microphone thus making it appear the majority doesn’t
want the bypass.

Some facts worth reviewing-

WSDOT will take at least another 6-10 yrs to complete thie widening of SR 18 at some unknown
cost. To improve, SR 900 and the May Valley/Issaquah road will cost in excess of $150 million
to say nothing about impact on streams and wetlands along this route.

There is no evidence that the garbage trucks will return to the south thoroughfare. The existing
city ordinance can be easily amended to control this aspect.

Whether the bypass is built or not, taxes will continue to go up as the assessed valuation go up
annually. The County Executive and County Councilor of the District and taxing entities will
continue to spend our money unsbated. Mr. Sims alone is proposing to increase the county sales
tax in attempt to improve transportation.

The air and noise pollution on Front will continue. The school buses will continue to belch out
clouds of obnoxious black smoke in ever increasing quantities. Homes on septic tanks will
continue to pollute the aquifer cven though there is a sewer main nearby.

Finally, where was the Issaquah Environmental Council when the water pipeline, which will
cross the Issaquah Creek as well as impact wetlands as well, was approved for the Port Blakely
Company? Could it be all that growth up on the south end of the plateau that has caused the
North Fork to dry up? Or is the IEC a group of NIMBYs who chose to make the bypass an issue.

BUILD THE BYPASS, the traffic is already here and will-only get worse due to continue
growth, greed of the developers and the desire of our elected officials to get more of OUR
MONEY. :

Pau] D. Roberts
425.392.0364
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent:  Wednesday, August 02, 2000 7:28 AM
To: Pam Fox

Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass

-----Original Message-—---

From: Carolyn Sygitowicz

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2000 3:56 PM
To: Bob Brock

Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass

Hobart road all the way to Highway 18.

Please, as your constituent, | beg you to reconsider this drastic and irrevocable decision. | don't want the
neighborhoods destroyed. | don't want the wetlands destroyed. | don't want the noise, the trucks, the traffic, the
eyesore. And most of all, | don't want my quaint little adopted home town to look any more like Factoria than it
already does. Go back to our Federal, State, and County governments and ask them to use the money to
complete construction on Highway 18 instead. And be aware that | am a regular voter and that my future choices
will be directly influenced by your position on this issue.

More, bigger, and faster is not always better.

----- Original Message--—-- Sincerely-

From: Loren Campbell [mailto: Loren@Barclay-Dean.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2000 3:25 PM

To: 'mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us'

Subject: Southeast Bypass

Ms. Frisinger-

When | moved to Issaquah in 1992 it still had some of the qualities of a quaint, small town. Indeed, those qualities
drew me here and have kept me in my 30 year old house on Squak mountain. | am sad to say that | find the
current direction of the city is disturbing. We have a recently completed courthouse/city hall that was horrifically
over budget and has already been declared "too small". We are working our way through a debacle of a library
project that has yet to be completed and has already been discussed as "too small” and "unexpandable”.

New, luxurious, palatial schools are built on the plateau, while some schools in "Old Issaquah” are so bad that
parents routinely lie about their home address so that their children will be allowed to go elsewhere in the system.

Huge strip malls have sprouted like noxious weeds. We've allowed them to be built on large amounts of fill,
ruining the flood plain of the lower valley and causing numerous "fity year” floods in the last ten years.
Businesses and homeowners in the original, lower areas have been flooded over and over because we've
effectively reduced the flood plain by how much? Fifty percent seems like a very conservative number.

We are running out of potable water. Recently | read that we will soon be buying water from the City of Seattle
and that the best place for the line to carry that water is through wetlands and a state park. | don't want
chlorinated Seattle water and | don't want the line running through a wetland.

And of course, the traffic. In 1992 | moved to an apartment in Klahanie. It took me less than ten minutes to reach
exit 17. By the time | left the Plateau for Squak Mountain in 1993 (less than one year later) it took a minimum of
20 minutes and frequently more than 30. | now avoid all Issaquah interchanges except for exit 18. The
intersection of Gilman Boulevard and State Route 900 is routinely (as in all times of day) backed up so much that
it takes 4-6 cycles of the light to get through. And yet you recently approved a very large development on SR800
that will dump hundreds more cars onto this already overcrowded area.

And now someone has convinced the city government that the solution to downtown traffic is to build the
"Southeast Bypass".

1 am not a traffic or city planning expert. And | do not think it takes an expert to realize that this project will not
solve the problem of traffic on Front Street. Take a look at Highway 18 in the moring and check out all the cars
already avoiding Issaquah. Adding a third arterial and second freeway in this residential, school, and
environmentally sensitive area will only encourage more residential growth in the areas that are causing the
problem now. And if you think it is not obvious that the "Bypass" is just the first step toward a multi-lane divided
highway, well, your citizens are just not that ignorant. The next step will be to widen and "improve" Issaquah-

8/2/2000

Loren Gampbell
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August 1, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office

P.O. Box 47331

Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson

Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen

King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Dear Mr. Brock, Mr. Alb, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Paananen:

The Draft EIS for the SE Issaquah Bypass does not address ALL possible alternatives, nor a combination
of any of them. One alternative is NOT the solution. The Draft EIS also does not address all of the
possible impacts.

What is the cause of Issaquah’s traffic congestion? Traffic studies for the DEIS found that congestion
was caused by a combination of pass-through commuter traffic, school-related traffic (school buses,
parents transporting students, and students driving themselves), and local trips within a geographically
restricted valley with only one north-south route. Clearly, vehicle trips need to be diminished, not
increased, as the SE Bypass would encourage.

No one alternative will solve Issaquah’s traffic problem. The solution must be a combination of regional &
local approaches. The DEIS did not consider a combination of NO BUILD alternatives—which is the only
way this problem will be dealt with in the long term. The following alternatives need to be examined as
one alternative:

Local trips can decrease with options for alternative transit—buses, bicycles and walkers. However, the
City of Issaquah must make major routes and arterials accessible and safe for these options, so people
will get out of their cars.

Commuter traffic can be controlled without building a new road that will attract even more vehicles.

o Construction of the 1-90 Interchange and North and South SPARs will mitigate some of the current
congestion without need for a Bypass.

« Commuter traffic could be managed with signage on Issaquah-Hobart Rd. and SR18, at the south
end, and 1-90 to the north indicating faster commutes using SR18 to 1-90 and the reverse.

e Accelerating build out of SR18 to 4-lanes, as planned, will entice commuters to that route.

e Issaquah-Hobart Rd. could be metered at SR18, and Front St. could be metered at 1-90.

e Along-term, compiementary, inevitable no-build alternative would be to bring METRO routes with
Park & Ride facilities through the Issaquah-Hobart corridor.

School-related trips are a primary reason for school bus delays (witness the immediate relief to

congestion during school holidays) and could be controlled with several measures:

« Incentives could be provided for students who ride school buses or bikes, or walk, to discourage
parent drop offs and pick ups.

e Activity buses could be available daily to all routes.

e High schools could restrict parking to students with demonstrated need (e.g., before school activities,
after school jobs, classes at other schools).

e Street parking near schools could be prohibited.

e Buses could be housed at satellite locations to the north and south of the District.

Please consider the most compelling argument against the proposed Bypass: It wouldn’t work!

e Three years after completion, congestion at Front St. at I-90 would be back to its current “F” rating.
(DEIS pages 2-32 & 2-33.)

e  With speeds of only 35 mph and allowing for deceleration at 3 lights, traffic would again be backed up
and waiting, this time on the new road.

e SE Bypass would not be a true bypass. A true bypass has limited access, increased speed. Three
stoplights within 1.5 miles makes this just another arterial.

o With school buses, parents and students choosing to use the Bypass, Front St. at 2™ would become
gridlocked before and after school. |didn't find this addressed in the DEIS.

s Issaquah-Hobart Rd. would experience increased traffic with no increase in capacity. In the morning,
more commuters would take Issaquah-Hobart, anticipating that the Bypass would move traffic more
quickly. In the evening commute, 5 lanes of the Bypass would merge with 3 from Front St. into the
existing 2 on Issaquah-Hobart Rd. DEIS managers claim that with this road already at capacity,
traffic can get no worse. However, addition of truck traffic and more commuters extending the peak
hours would cause safety lapses and incidents of road rage as well as endangering children as they
would enter and leave school buses.

I'd like to repeat for the Final EIS Harris Atkins’ questions posed to the City Councit:
“As increased growth to the south & north of us begins to cause back-ups on the Bypass, traffic
diverts to Front St. or Newport & we find ourselves no better off than we do today.,,,It would seem
that the primary benefit of the Bypass would be for the non-city residents living to the south of us ...or
Sammamish citizens heading south.

*How do the traffic levels on Front St between Sunset Way & I-90 at time of build-out of the
Bypass & all currently vested development compare with today's traffic levels, ie. What can we hope
to achieve & for how long?

*What steps could be taken in addition to the Bypass that would keep commuter traffic from
clogging Front St., eg, traffic management, circulation alterations?

*Is the City's share in the costs of the Bypass commensurate with the benefits afforded to City
residents?

*Given the level of background commuter traffic that we are anticipating, are there ways to

improve our internal circulation with the City’s capital dollars we are expecting to spend on the Bypass?”

The City of Issaquah potentially has much to lose from this project. How can we teach our children
respect for their environment and conservation of resources (so that we can apply them elsewhere!) if we
ourselves choose a narrow, short-term solution to our traffic problem, dealing with the symptoms but not
the cause?

Finally, this proposed project would have ramifications outside of Issaquah that the DEIS did not address:

* As noted above, the congestion would merely be moved one mile into the county. The DEIS does not
address impacts to the residents of Issaquah-Hobart Rd. or the neighborhood on 238" Way SE
where the proposed bypass merges with Issaquah-Hobart Rd. These impacts need to be clearly
stated in the Final EIS.

* According to the DEIS, trailheads on Tiger Mt. would be destroyed in the construction phase and
relocated. The DEIS does not indicate what temporary measures would be take to provide access
during construction, nor does it indicate to where the trailheads would be relocated and when that
would be completed.

o The DEIS notes that Tributary 0199 (also known as Kees Creek), which runs off Tiger Mt., under
238" Way SE & Issaquah-Hobart Rd, would be relocated and culverted. This salmon-bearing stream
which merges with Issaquah Creek would be irreparably harmed, which could cause flooding and loss
of salmon habitat and must be addressed in the Final EIS.

Please consider a combination of local and regional approaches to addressing Issaquah’s traffic
congestion rather than a new road.

Sincerely,

Barbara Shelton

23851 SE 98" PI
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-557-5502
sheltons@wolfenet.com
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530 SE Bush Street
Issaquah WA 98027-3911
August 1, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12" Avenue NE
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

The Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS refers to a proposed roadway along the east side
of Issaquah, Washington. The locations of the alternative routes of this roadway are not
marked on the ground. Itis, therefore, impossible for the public, much less the decision-
makers, to properly evaluate the various alternatives.

The centerline, grade, and clearing limits must be marked on the ground; and the
authors and principal contributors to this project must reconfirm that their observations
and conclusions are still accurate. The comment period for the DEIS must be extended
a minimum of 45 days beyond the date that this work is completed to allow proper
evaluation of this DEIS.

The DEIS states on page 4-86 that “the extent and magnitude of impacts on wildlife and
vegetation that would result from the Southeast Issaquah Bypass would not be
significant because extensive habitat disturbance has already occurred in the project
area.” It is explained that lawns, domination by nonnative shrubs, primitive roads, trails,
and the proximity of urban development have all contributed to an overall loss of wildlife
habitat throughout large portions of the project area. This seems to imply that the area
is already devastated, so a four-lane highway would not cause additionat damage. This
simply isn't true. Deer, bear and numerous species of birds have been observed in my
neighborhood. The project area for the most part provides a rich ecotone for wildlife.

Under Visual Quality in the DEIS, the second paragraph on page 4-147 states that “The
existing views are dominated by forested conditions throughout the proposed project
corridor.” Which is it? It appears that the wildlife consultants and visual quality
consultants were looking at different properties. This points up the need for road
locations and clearing limits to be marked on the ground.

On Page 4-86, the statement is made that additional impacts (to habitat) are
summarized in the Final EIS for the I1-90-S. Sammamish Plateau Access Road and
Sunset Interchange Modifications (FWHA, 1999). Is that document part of this DEIS? if
the material is germane, why isn't it in this DEIS? Are the two stand-alone projects?

The right-of-way clearing will change the wind patterns in the aréa increasing the
possibility of the remaining trees blowing down creating a safety hazard to drivers, bikers
and hikers and perhaps nearby homes. Such an occurrence may also lead to increased
mass movement of soils and additional hazards to those in the landslide area. It would
also change the visual quality analysis. Douglas-fir is the primary species in the project
area. ltis shallow-rooted and susceptible to windthrow, especially if an area is opened
up through clearing and stand edges are exposed. Additional analysis is reguired to
evaluate these factors.

Robert Brock, August 1, 2000 Page 2

The freedom of a natural connection to the Issaquah Lake Tradition Watershed is a
cuitural resource that has not been considered in the DEIS. This access is a priceless
asset of the citizens of Issaquah that will be destroyed by the construction of the
Southeast Bypass.

| recommend that you select Alternative 7, the No Action alternative.
Sincerely,

~

Jim Brady

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 50

Draft Supplemental EIS



CITY OF ISSAQUAH W Meigh oorpprdo.

SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH Wt dont hese ant oty gidon o privide & spudey ey % gel 4 wrot -
BYPASS Mo Ealrss !
COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing ¢ August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday's Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in at today’s Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.
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Robert Brogk, Public Works Diregtor July 28, 2000
City of Issaquah

Public Works Department

1775 12% Avenue NE

Issaquah, Washington 98027
Dear Mr, Brock

RE: Comments, Draft Environmental Impact Statement South East Bypass

Attached are 5 pages of my comments and issues that need to be addressed before issuance of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Issues include:
Floodplain and flood flows
Storm water runoff detention ponds
Salmon Habitat in tributary 0199
Sound levels within project boundary and in Valley south of project
Traffic safety and volume projections
Effect of this project on the Issaquah Hobart Road
Garbage and Leachate spillage from Garbage trucks

A formal response to these issues is requested.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project.

55 A

Eric Erickson
13040 189" Ave. SE
Renton, Washington 98059

Draft EIS SE Bypass--- Comments By Eric Erickson
= _South A alignmen®
% Flood Issues

Sheet Flow Flood Plain Boundary- 1950, 1986,1990,1990 and 1996
as well as other events exceeding
10 year flood event level
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1. During all flood events exceeding 10 year event sheet flows from both the main stream
Issaquah Creek and tributary 0199 flow throughout the outlined sheet flow boundary.
depending on location depths range from one to eight feet above existing ground levels.
2. Flood flows from both main stream and 0199 flow across existing Front = Street South,
6th Ave. SE, SE Lewis St, SE Lewis Lane and SE 98th st. Depths range from 1 to 2 feet during
1986, 1990, 1990 & 1996 events. Much deeper in 1950 event.
3. Durning average rainfall winter months (November-April) groundwater levels are at surface
or slightly below.
PROPOSED MITIGATION DOES NOT MITIGATE FLOOD PLAIN AND STORMWATER CONDITIONS
CAUSED BY THIS PROJECT FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:
A. Proposed Stormwater pond would have to be elevated and road runoff pumped to it
because of item 3 above.

Continued next page
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Draft BIS SE Bypass South A Alignment Comments by Eric Erickson
Continued from previous page

B. Proposed Storm water Pond Displaces existing flood flow areas and no mitigation area exists in the sheet flow boundary area
because of 1 and 2 above.

C. Ifproposed storm water pond is constructed at or below existing grade no road runoff storage volume will be available during

during winter months and flood conditions because of 1 and 3 above.

. No Overflow o drain area exists for proposed storm water pond during winter months becanse of 1, 2 and 3 above.

Construction of new roadways on 6 SE, and SE Front at any grade sbove the existing grades will divert sheet flood flows
to the area west of Front Street resulting in much higher flood levels to properties and homes in the area from SE 96* North to
the end of Sycamoe Creek Lane SE, This will of course reduce flooding to properties and homes along Lewis St. and

Lewis Lane. But how will you explain this to the property owners who receive increased flooding as a result of this project.

F. Potential Flood Plain mitigation areas shown on the map either are already in the flood plain or the mitigation area is at such a
low grade that removal of soil to allow for compensation makes the mitigation ineffective or are on they wrong side of the new
toadways so as to provide no effective mitigation for those properties receiving the diverted flood flows,

G. The proposed Corps of Engineers breaching of the Dike in two places along the main stream creek east bank and construction
of a secondary ditch through the Squak Valley Park Site will not provide any fleod flow mitigation for the following reasons;

1. the usable surface area east of the dike on the park site is less than 5 acres.

2. during winter months when floods occur the ground water level is either above the existing ground levels or just below
ground level

3. excavation below existing grade will be filled with ground water during winter months so any availeble flood storage
would only be above existing grade

4. During the Issaquah Creck surface Water Basin study this site was evaluated for flood storage and ruled out because
storage volume available was so small (ten to fifteen acre foet) that the site would be filled with flood waters from the

main strearm Issaquah Creck in 8 matter of minutes snd therefore would be ineffective in reducing flood levels
anywhere in the area during flood events that normally last a day o longer.

5. The proposed construction of the secondary channel through the site also could result in the involuntary relocation of
the main channef of Tssaquah creek through this site resulting in the requirement for armoring the secondary channel,
loss of fish habitat, and additional sedimentation downstream.

6. 'The site i a future park site bought with park mitigation monies. The creek secondary diversion channel will
substantially reduce the use of the site for park purposes. This would require additional park land acquisition
mitigation.

H. Duting all Flood events greater than 10 year events all of tributary 0199’ water flows on to SE 96" St , then down 6™ Ave SE
and surrounding areas.

(note this s not because of the current culvert sizes under Front St or 238® Way SE but due to the fact that the entrance
opening in the dike where 0199°s water enters the main stream of Issaqueh Creck has a reverse flow due to water levels being
higher in the main stream than 0199’s channel top)

No mitigation is proposed on how water from 0199 can be accommodated if road is constructed above exsting

™o

Draft EiS SE Bypass---—-Comments By Eric Erickson
<~=Seiith B Allyament. ~«
Flood & Storm Water Issues

Sheet Flow Flood Plain Boundary---1950, 1986, 1990, 1990 and 1996
as well as other events exceeding
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1. During all flood events exceeding 10 year event, sheet flows from both the main stream
Issaquah Creek and tributary 0199 flow throughout the outlined sheet flow boundary.
Depending on location depths range from one to eight feet above existing ground levels.
2. Flood flows from both main stream and 0199 flow across existing Front Steet and SE
96th St. and 238th Way SE
3. During average rainfall winter months (November- April) Ground water Levels are at
at surface or slightly below.
4. Prior to about 1960 a pond 5 to 6 feet deep existed In the area bounded by Front St.
SE 96th, 238th Way and tributary 0199. This pond contained logs,organic material and other
woody materials. none of which were removed prior to being filled in circa 1960-61

PROPOSED MITIGATION DOES NOT MITIGATE fLOOD AND STORMWATER CONDITIONS
street grades CAUSED BY THIS PROJECT FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:
Continued next page
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Draft EIS SE Bypass South B Alignment---Comments by Eric Erickson
Continued from previous page.

A, Proposed storm water pond partially displaces existing sheet flood flow area from tributary 0199
and no mitigation area from displaced sheet flows ere proposed. See items 1. & 2. Above,

B. During average rainfall winter months (Navember- Apel]) ground water levels are at existing
ground surface levels o just below, there for no storage for proposed ground water pond exists,

Draft EIS SE Bypass----All Alignments----Comments by Eric Erickson

Air Quality

1.

Modeling projections fail to address the effect of the retum of diesel trucks to the proposed bypass.
Diesel emissions are greatest during acceleration from traffic signals and up grades both of which occur
on this project. When trucks were previously allowed on Front Street S. about 150 passed ona 10 hour
daylight periods.

€. Tribatary 0199 i5 8 class 2 salmon beating stream—use of extensions ofexisﬁng culverts is 2. Al Altematives.fail to adz?ress Increase.s in pollutant levels south of the project area in the narrower valley
ot  mitigation tht i allowed i that both of the eising culvert are ot suabe for samon corridor where impacts will be substantially greater.
passage under current design criteria, Noise
D. Due to the former pond and lack of removal of wood and organic material before filing of pond,
bridging of the rbutary may be the (mly option other than mmplm excavation and backsll with suitable materials 1. All Alternatives fail to address Incteases in Noise levels south of the project area in the narrower valley
\ ,,, \ o L corridor where impacts will be substantially greater. Further no count is provided on how many homes
his may also be the case northerly of SE 96 Street where organic material exiat to some depth below existing ground wil be effected south of the project
Jevels. See #4 ahove, 2. The modeling may be substantially in error because actual site measurement readings used in the model
E. Construction of the Pront Street intersection at any grade above existing grade will cause displacement (AJ3él ¢D, Ja,d and M)T h() E %u P»h are sr;;l;;ﬁzt;noteh awayg alred al}tloilatezi ﬂ; f;; below nxlarom::: o 661067
. ‘o : roadway grades. s is further confirmed by the modeled site N which shows only a change from 66 to
of sheetfood lows fom ma,m Stmm Imquah Creek apd from mbumy 0199 Th’% w‘“ result i lood ate levels between 1996 and 2015.. This is in major error because site N is above roadway which is on an uphill grade
west of Front Street south being h‘ghzf on those propertes and homes. Although this will reduce flood levels in which both the return of trucks to this road and increased automobile traffic will substantially increase the
on Lewis Strest, Lewis Lane and 6 Ave SE. how do you explain thet to those properties recefving increased flooding noise levels
from this project.
F. See Comments itemG. South A alignment for use of Squak Valley Park--Corps of Engineers Traffc Volumes and Safcty
Proposal for flood mitigation 1. Although this project is proported to reduce collisions on Front Street, which it may reduce the volume
G. No viable mitigation is proposed to contain surface water runoff from new road surface or all rnoff Oi °°1{i:i°ﬂs (Rgmﬁlylf:alf e;'d:;)h duz to :het ;e‘ﬁ;;:r number of psgﬂs (3 instead g:; 5) tge ::V?:zn o
) : P : of accidents will most likely be er due to the AVETage §i s between signals and the r¢ of heavy
would have o be pumped o a,'bove mﬂm B{ade detenion p0ﬂd§ oven thm,lfmy ofthemn e ocaed n trucks to the bypass. In addition the diverted traffic from SR 900 and new traffic volumes from Park Pointe and
the shest flood flow area no visble mitigation ia proposed for receipt of the displaced flood waters. Issaquah Highlands on the bypass may actually cause an inicrease in accidents
2. The narrow two lane Issaquah Hobart Road with no shoulders between the south city limits and the Cedar Grove
Road is already beyond design capacity. Any increase in volumes resulting from this project will result in
additional accidents, additional delays and backups which now are rolling backups of about 4 miles in length
north bound in the morning and south bound in the evening. The number of potential rear end collisions is evidenced
by the number of tire skid marks on this section of road, For example on July 21, 2000 there were 29 separate
skid marks resulting from emergency braking in the north bound section of this road. 5 of those skid
marks crossed the center line, 6 of them were from dual tired vehicles, I resulted in the vehicle entering
the ditch. Only two were at traffic signals. In that skid marks may be caused by various reasons , the probable
causes on this piece of road are: wildlife crossing the road, left turns (no Left turn lane), following to close
when traffic stops or slows ahead. The last two being the most likely causes. How many of the skid marks resulted
in actual collisions is unknown but one vehicle left the road and rear end collisions are frequent most resulting from
vehicles waiting to make left turns into the many driveways
3. Most importantly traffic volume data used in modeling future conditions is already outdated by Four or more years
(1996 & 1994). In fact volumes may already exceed year 2005 projections for no build option.
4, In addition the return of heavy trucks to this route will add the equivalent of 5 vehicles for each truck. This equals
150 trucks times S passenger size vehicle per truck day equals 750 equivalent vehicles divided by 10 hour day
equals 75 vehicles per hour
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Traffic Continued

S. Further the Screenline 6 2005 no action vs 2005 full build option projects increases in the Issaquah Hobart Road
traffic volumes of only 42 vehicles per peak hour North Bound (1265 to 1306) and only 31 vehicles per hour increase
in peak hour southbound (2,256 to 2,287) south of the city limits. This is an absolute false projection in that the return
of large trucks and their equivalent passenger vehicle volumes which travel during peak hours in both directions will

exceed these projections just by themselves

6. Although the addition of the bypass will reduce volume vs capacity within the city limits, it will not reduce the volume
vs capacity outside the city limits to the south. How do you propose to increase capacity of the Issaquah Hobart
Road to meet this increased volume generated by the addition of the bypass—NO MITIGATION 1S IDENTIFIED
TO ADDRESS THIS ISSUE. On the reverse side of this building more capacity within the city will only
attract more volume with no increase in capacity outside of south city limits.

7. Itis also true that building the bypass will divert southbound traffic that now travels SR 900 to May Valley Rd. then to
the Issaquah Hobart Road, from the SR 900 off ramp to the new Sunset off ramp then south on the bypass and
Issaquah Hobart Road . NO MITIGATION IS PROPOSED TO PREVENT THIS REDIRECTION OF TRAFFIC
FROM 1-90 and its resultant clogging of the Issaquah Hobart Rd. through its most environmentally sensitive area.

8.  Growth within the City Limits especially that along the bypass (Park Pointe) and Issaquah Highlands will also cause
substantial increases in traffic on the now beyond capacity Issaquah Hobart Road. NO MITIGATION IS

PROPOSED TO PREVENT THIS ADDITIONAL VOLUME FROM DEVELOPMENT.

9. - The effects of both 7 and 8 above make the increases in 5 above completely unrealistic even if trucks are banned as a
mitigation measure.

Traffic Related;;

The report fails to address the spillage of garbage and leachate from the return of King County Garbage trucks to the
Issaquah Hobart Road and the bypass and 1-90

for example when the garbage trucks entered I-90 eastbound at Eastgate the first mile was littered with debris making it the
most debris littered area on the Interstate in Washington. When the trucks stopped using this route the debris level declined
to normal freeway volumes.

In addition when I lived and owned 600 feet of frontage on the Issaquah Hobart Road prior to the garbage trucks
being banned from the road I picked up on average one residential garbage can a week full of debris mostly from the
garbage trucks. And that was on my side of the road only.

Lechate was regularly running out the back of these trucks onto the road and into the ditches especially during
rainy weather.

o

-

20

Eric Ericksof July 28, 2000
13040 189" Ave. SE

Renton Wa 98059.
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July 26, 2000

To:

Ava Frisinger, Mayor

Members of the Issaquah City Council:
David Xappler

Fred Kempe

Fred Butler

Bill Conley

Scott Greenberg

Russell Joe

Robert Brock, Public Works Director

From: Laura and Robert Foreman

1105 Greenwood Blvd SW
Issaquah, WA 98027

We are writing in response to the Draft EIS for the proposed Southeast Bypass. The
following comments are some of our concerns that must be addressed in the final EIS,
The Issaquah City Council must carefully consider each issue before they vote to approve
construction.

“The SE Bypass is going to be so huge and so ugly, it will just tear
apart the soul of Issaquah,” Leon Kos: 20+ years as Issaquah City
Administrator, June 6, 2000.

e The Draft EIS was created with the bias that the SE
bypass would be built. The Draft EIS is based on an out-
dated and non-functional model: increased population
means more motor vehicles, therefore the only solution is
to build more roads.

However, EPA 910-F-00-001 states: “We have found that
road building, as the solution to transportation problems, is
often treated as a foregone conclusion . . . There are other
solutions to many of cur transportation needs; sotutions
that are sustainable, minimize or eliminate the
environmental impacts intrinsic to road building, meet the
transportation needs of the affected communities, and do
not require the construction of new roads.”

¢ Within the Draft EIS, the No-Build Alternative was given

scant attention. No consideration was given to the
creative solutions to the traffic congestion problems
Issaquah faces.

EPA 910-F-00-001 states:

“Creative solutions that integrate land use with
transportation while protecting the environment and
enhancing livability can emerge from the public thinking
when citizens are actively engaged and there is partnership
with participating agencies and decision makers. A package
of alternatives could include alternative transportation
modes, trip reduction, land use adjustments, parking
controls, pricing mechanisms, other incentives and/or
disincentives, new route design or traffic circulation
patterns, and more.”

“Road building and expansion often result in induced
growth effects (sprawl), and stimulate increased use of
privately owned vehicles and vehicle miles traveled. This in
turn, leads to increased auto dependency and demand for
more roads.”

Alternatives to Road Building:

Draft EIS: Appendix D, Final Transportation Technical Report, p 45 states:

“The traffic model reflects the existing park-and-ride lot with 430 spaces located
on SR 900, south of the interchange. METRO has recently chosen to acquire
additional land nearby for a 150-space expansion.”

“For the new Issaquah Highlands park-and-ride, the traffic model assumes initial
construction of 500 spaces after the South SPAR year of opening, expanding to
1000 spaces by the year 2015.”

Concerns not addressed by Draft EIS:

If the bypass is to serve regional commuters, the Final EIS must examine the
entire region more thoroughly. What other park-and-ride lots are planned
for the Sammamish Plateau (the city of Sammamish, the city of Redmond,
and adjacent unincorporated King County), for the intersection of Highway
18 and the Issaquah-Hobart Road?
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e The population of Issaquah and the Sammamish Plateau is projected to
increase to 100,000 by 2015 (a 15 fold increase since 1981), therefore the
park-and-ride lot spaces must be increased at a similar rate.

o Highway 18 is the bypass around Issaquah. The Final EIS must consider the
positive impacts of expanding Highway 18 into a 4-lane highway.

o The Final EIS must consider the possibility of “metering lights” on the off-
ramp of Highway 18 onto the Issaquah-Hobart Road.

o The Final EIS must consider installing “reader boards” to inform commuters
of the most efficient route.

o The Issaquah Environmental Council has found that using Highway 18/1-90
as a bypass during peak traffic periods is 20 minutes faster than using the
Issaquah-Hobart Road/Front Street. The Final EIS must include a study to
examine the efficiency of using Highway 18 as a route to bypass Issaquah
during peak traffic times.

o The Final EIS must examine the impact of student commuters on peak traffic
periods. The Final EIS must explore ways to reduce student commuters.

¢ The Seattle Metro area is rapidly becoming a major urban area, comparable
to Washington D.C., San Francisco, Atlanta, New York, London and Paris.
Each of these cities has built effective mass-transit systems. The Final EIS
must examine the long-term cost effectiveness of expanding mass transit (rail
and bus) in the Seattle Metro area.

¢ Unlike other metropolitan areas, the Seattle area has a unique opportunity.
We still have large amounts of forested land, with intact, complex ecological
systems. By aggressively embarking on mass transit, we can save these wild
regions rather than riddle them with highways and urban sprawl.

Noise Impacts:

Draft EIS: p 4-14, Table 4-6
e Receptors D (Evans Ln), H (Issaquah High School), LJ,K (SE Kramer), and O
(Issaquah High School, the upper ficld) — all values “represent a noise impact
(value either approaches or exceeds the FHWA noise abatement criteria or is a
substantial increase relative to exiting value.”
Draft EIS: p 4-18

o Alternative 4: North B and South B Alignments (Preferred Alternative)
Mitigation Measures: “Mitigation was evaluated and found not feasible or
reasonable for Alternative 4 (Table 4-8)”

Concerns not addressed by Draft EIS:

o How can Alternative 4 be considered the preferred alternative if it is not
feasible or reasonable to mitigate the impact of noise increases the bypass
will create at Issaquah High School?

e What are the mitigation costs of remodeling Issaquah High School in order
to create a “closed campus” with interior hallways?

e Issaquah High School teachers, Jay Radmer and Karla Craig have detailed
information and data concerning the increase of noise and its impact on

students. The Final EIS must include studies whose data reflects the impact
of noise pollution on student learning,
Draft EIS: Appendix D Transportation Studies p. 113, 9.2 Truck Circulation

e “When the SE bypass is built, garbage trucks are expected to use the facility.
Currently, trucks are prohibited from using the City of Issaquah roadways due to
weight limitation . . . When the SE bypass is built, it would result in a shorter path
that would provide benefits for truck operations. The estimated daily truck trips
on the SE Issaquah bypass is about 125 vehicles in year 2005.”

Concerns not addressed by Draft EIS:

¢ Cedar Hills Landfill states they currently operated a fleet of 100 trucks, each
of which makes 5 or more trips a day to the Landfill. The Draft EIS grossly
underestimates the number of daily truck trips.

o The Draft EIS makes no mention of Reid Sand & Gravel trucks. Won’t they
use the SE Bypass to access Highway 18? The Final EIS must include
mitigation measures to be taken to prevent this.

o The Draft EIS makes no mention of other trucks traveling East on 1-90 who
might use the SE Bypass to access Highway 18. The Final EIS must include
mitigation measures to be taken to prevent this.

¢ The SE bypass has been compared to SR-900, north of Newport Way (Fred
Kempe, Issaquah City Council). In July 2000, during the morning rush
hour, I counted 360 trucks/hour (6-wheel to 18-wheel size trucks) using this
road.

Air Quality Impacts:

Draft EIS: p S-8, Summary Table S-2
o Air Quality: “mitigation not required” for all alternatives
Concerns not addressed by Draft EIS:

* What studies were used to create the draft EIS that determined “significant
new impacts would not occur (Draft EIS, S-8)”?

1. How old is the data that these studies were based on?

2. The Final EIS must include the most recent research that reflects
the impacts of air pollution on human health.

3. Rarely does a week go by without a major article on the increase
in global warming. The Final EIS must include the most recent
research on the impacts of road building/increased traffic on
global warming.

4, Did the mode! used to determine the impacts of the SE bypass on
air pollution consider the extreme topography of the narrow
Issaquah valley?

o As stated above, the Draft EIS grossly underestimates the number of daily
truck trips on the SE bypass. These trucks nse diesel fuel. This fuel creates
greater amounts of carbon monoxide and particulate matter. The Final EIS
must include mitigation to control this increased amount of air pollution.
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Geology and Soils Impacts:

Draft EIS: p. 4-26, p. 4-29, Figure 4-6

“City of Issaquah No. 2108 defines steep slopes to include those arcas with
slopes greater than 40 percent grade within a vertical elevation change of at least
3 meters.”

“City of Issaquah Ordinance No. 2108 defines seismic hazards as those areas
subject to severe risk of earthquake damage as a result of seismically induced
settlement or liquefaction, usually associated with areas underlain by
cohesionless soils of low density and shallow groundwater.”

Figure 4-6 shows and p.4-35 states that 70% of Alternative 4, the
preferred route, would be built on either steep slopes or in
seismic hazard areas.

Draft EIS: p. 4-22

“The inferred location of the Seattle Fault is about 3.0 miles north of the project
area. However, a 2.5 mile wide “fault zone” (oriented north-south) of the Seattle
Fault has been recently mapped that can be projected through the project corridor
area.”

Concerns with the Draft EIS:

Repeatedly, we read a major earthquake will strike Northwest Washington.
The issue is not “if” but “when.” How can the SE Bypass Project team
consider building a major 4-5 lane road on land determined to contain a 2.5
mile long “fault zone?”

How can the SE Bypass Project team consider building a2 major 4-5 lane road
if 70% of it has been determined to be on steep slopes or in a seismic hazard
area?

The Final EIS must contain mitigation costs for the City’s liability should the
bypass experience structural failures.

I walked the north end of Alternative 4 with various members of the
Issaquah City Council (Kempe, Butler, Greenberg, Joe) and each member
had a different opinion as to the location of the “centerline” of this route.
Four members of the Issaquah Environmental Council and Councilman
David Kappler walked this route and were unable to locate the “centerline”
for Alternative A, north of Clark Elementary School. Since this portion of
the SE bypass will be very visible in downtown Issaquah, the “centerline”
must be clearly marked on the land before the Final EIS is evaluated.

The Draft EIS does not adequately show the impact (how much property
would be taken and the location of sound barriers) of the north end of the SE
Bypass on property owners, especially the property owned by Sharon Duclos.

Hydrologic Systems:

Draft EIS: p. 4-39

The Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer District operates a class A water
supply system and uses the lower Issaquah valley aquifer as its main water source,
with production wells north of I-90 near the Front Street interchange. The city of
Issaquah also operates a class A water system that uses the lower Issaquah valley
aquifer as its sole source of water.”

“Most of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass project site lies within the mapped
recharge area for the aquifer.”

“Inrecent years, a trend of declining lower Issaquah valley aquifer levels has been
observed . . . The continuing decrease in water levels has caused concern amoung
local groundwater users and suppliers,”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

The Issaquah Press, July 26, 2000: “The mystery creek: North Fork dry
again . .. When King County officials show up for this kokanee salmon count
this week, they may find a major spawning stream has once again gone dry. .
The North Fork has gone dry every summer for the past five years, with the
exception of 1999. The reason for the dry-up remains a mystery. . . When
water does return to the North Fork, it is often a dramatic surge with erratic
water levels at unpredictable times. . .’It’s almost like a flash flood,’ said
creek-side resident George Cameron Sr.”

The North Fork is part of the hydrologic system of the Issaquah region. It is
located north of the 1-90/Front Street interchange, in the area where
tremendous development and mining is occurring. If city, county and state
agencies have no understanding as to this “mysterious” disappearance of a
major salmon spawning creek, then what confidence can citizens of Issaguah
have in mitigation listed in the Draft EIS to protect the Issaquah valley
aquifer? This “mystery” must be solved in the Final EIS.

Draft EIS: p. 4-42

“As noted previously, wetlands are an important component of the drainage
systems in the southern half of the project corridor . . . While it is possible that
these wetlands serve an important function for recharge of shallow groundwater,
the extent of overland flow in the southern portion of the bypass corridor indicates
infiltration of surface water is generally limited in the wetlands. No data or site-
specific research information is available to characterize the interaction of surface
and ground water in the southern portion of the project site.”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

We don’t need future “mysteries” in the southern half of the project
corridor. The Final EIS must contain data and site-specific research
information to characterize the interaction of surface and ground water in
the southern portion of the project site.
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Floodplains:
Draft EIS: p. 4-42, p. 4-50

“Flooding has historically occurred in Issaquah Creek and its tributaries, and
flooding problems in the vicinity of downtown Issaquah have been severe in
recent years. Property losses from flooding in the lower Issaquah Creek subbasin
are among the most extensive in the country. Flooding conditions are projected
to worsen as development continues to occur in the Issaquah Creek
watershed.”

“The FEMA study does not identify the south end of the project area where the
proposed roadway crosses through the lowland area along 6™ Avenue SE as part
of the 100-year floodplain . . . The City of Issaquah is currently preparing updated
floodplain mapping which will be submitted to FEMA. It is predicted that FEMA
will incorporate the new mapping in late 2001.”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

The Final EIS must contain specific information (costs resulting from flood
damage & data specific to flood damage) concerning the January 1986,
January 1990, November 1990 and the February 1996 floods. The Final EIS
must clarify the city of Issaquah’s liability in the event of further floods.
The Final EIS must include the new impact determinations made by FEMA
after they incorporate the updated floodplain mapping. According to the
Draft EIS, these determinations will not be available until late 2001, or early
2002.

The two-fold impact of the bypass has not been accounted for. The SE
bypass would create 102.5 acres of impervious surface AND would result in
the loss of the water carrying capacity of this forest. Each tree serves as a
water holding tower. The Final EIS must contain specific data concerning
the water carrying capacity of these 102.5 acres of forest.

How can Issaquah encourage further development if “Flooding conditions
are projected to worsen as development continues in the Issaquah Creek
watershed?”

Water Quality:

Draft EIS: p. 4-61, p. 4-62

“Any of the development alternatives would result in greater volumes of overland
runoff because of increased impervious surface area, and that runoff would
transport increased vehicular pollutant loads (mass quantities in runoff) due to
increased traffic flow. Pollutants typically present in road surface runoff include
oil and grease. Hydrocarbons, metals, suspended solids, phosphorus, and toxic
organic compounds.”

“Based on pollutant loading estimates for surface runoff from the south end of the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass, and portions of Front Street and East Sunset Way, it

is estimated that the sum total of discharges to Issaquah Creek (in the year 2015)

would contain reduced loadings of all pollutants analyzed, compared to the No

Action alternative.”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

“Pollutant loading estimates” are underestimated because the Draft EIS does
not include accurate data concerning the number of trucks to be using the SE
Bypass (p. 4). Because trucks have lower emission standards, they will result
in an increase in the “pollutant loading estimates.” The Final EIS must
include this new and accurate information.

Wetlands:

Draft EIS: p.4-71

“There are at least four plant communities in Wetland GW . . . The relatively
undisturbed mixed forest community is dominated by red alder, western red
cedar, and black cottonwood trees, with an understory of salmonberry, hardhack,
vine maple, devil’s club, reed canary grass, small-fruited bulrush, and skunk
cabbage.”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

Draft EIS makes no mention of sika spruce, a tree native to Northwest
wetlands yet relatively uncommon in this area. A large, mature tree stands
on the “center line” of Alternative 4.

In the list of species in the mixed forest community, all are native except reed
canary grass. This is a very aggressive plant whose prolific growth pattern
(thick mats) results in destruction of streams and wetlands. This species
requires full sun. Shade is the natural contrel method of this species. The
removal of any trees from Wetland GW will result in the expansion of canary
recd grass.

Draft EIS: Figure 4-9

South A Alignment is shown to follow 6™ Ave SE

Concerns with Draft EIS:

Figure 4-9 does not show Wetland GW as it extends to the west side of 6®
Ave SE. Wetland plant species are clearly visible in various locations and the
Final EIS must document this accurately.

Draft EIS makes no mention of the “Alligator” road surface of 6™ Ave SE..
This deterioration of the road surface clearly indicates 6® Ave SE was built
on a wetland. The Final EIS must show adequate road designs to mitigate
for this ENTIRE wetland.

Draft EIS: p. 4-74

“In order to avoid impacts at the crossing of Wetland GW and the north tributary
(South B Alignment), a bridge supported on pilings would be used instead of an
earthen berm . . . Although building a bridge would have some impacts, such as
clearing of vegetation, construction of bridge supports, and shading of vegetation
by the bridge, this option would avoid permanent loss of wetlands.”

Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Draft Supplemental EIS

Comment Letters

page 59



« “Construction of the portion of the roadway crossing the north tributary would
dissect Wetland GW and cast shade on plants growing underneath the bridge.

The plant community may be altered by shading from the bridge structure and by
maintenance activities such as pruning trees near the bridge.”
Concerns with Draft EIS:

o Wetlands are important because the plants filter out many of the toxins from
the water. Mitigation by elevating the SE bypass 6-8 feet will not protect this
wetland because the roadway width required by the 4-lane SE bypass will
create deep shade. There will not be sufficient light for wetland plant species
to grow underneath the SE bypass and therefore the filtering potential of
wetland species is Jost.

Draft EIS: p. 4-71

e “The main source of hydrologic input to Wetland GW is groundwater seeping
from the toe of the steep slope along the eastern edge, which appears to have a
constant year-round flow.”

Concerns with Draft EIS: ‘

o This “groundwater seeping” is because Issaqual’s sole source aquifer is at
the surface in Wetland GW. Bubbling springs are clearly evident in Wetland
GW. Mitigation with stormwater management facilities is not adequate to
protect the source of Issaquah’s drinking water. The Final EIS must
accurately state this.

Vegetation and Wildlife:

Draft EIS: p. 4-85

o “Large mammals such as deer, bear, and cougar have large range requirements.
Therefore, it is likely that the study area makes up only a small portion of the
range for these species and that these mammals primarily occupy the adjacent
natural resource conservation area.”

Concerns with Draft EIS:

e There is evidence of black bear habitation on both the South A (tunnels in
blackberries, used by feeding black bears) and South B (claw marked trees
near NE corner of LDS Church) portions of the SE bypass.

e Cougars are known to inhabit Squak Mountain (clawed trees, scat and a
young male was killed in summer 1999 near Wildwood Bivd)

¢ As stated in the Draft EIS, these large mammals have large range
requirements. The I-90-South Sammamish Plateau Access Road, Sunset
Interchange and SE bypass are MAJOR disturbances to their range, and
require these mammals to cross roads. The two crossing areas noted in the
Draft EIS are not adequate to address this impact. The I-90 freeway
overpass is a high traffic region & will experience a significant drop in large
animal use. The bridged crossing for the South alignments is not adequate to
serve the large population of mammals in this area. There is no bridged
crossing planned for North alignments. This puts both animals and drivers
using SE bypass at risk.

e The development of the Sammamish plateau has had a devastating impact on
wildlife in the area. Increased sightings are the result of increases in human
population in the area, NOT increases in animal population. When cougars
and bears are forced out of their territory and into the territories of other
bears and cougars, there is a net reduction in the large mammal population.

o Deer is the main food prey for cougars. Without cougars, the deer
population will go unchecked, resulting in: 1. habitat destruction from over-
grazing, and 2. increased number of cases of lyme disease, caused by deer
ticks.

o The Final EIS must contain adequate mitigation, including additional
bridged crossing locations.

Land Use:

Draft EIS: p. 4-103 :

¢ “Each of the build alternatives would cross through areas whre existing trails and
traitheads have been established. The Second Avenue Issaquah High School
trailhead, which provides access to Tradition Plateau within the Tiger Mountain
State Forest, would be eliminated, under both of the Bypass northern options, and
would be replaced. The North A alignment would displace the informal trail
along the abandoned railroad right-of-way that extends through facilities at
Issaquah High School, and new trail connections would be provided. An informal
trail near the LDS church would be displaced by the South B alignment and new
trail connections would be provided.”

Concerns with the Draft EIS:

o Each of the trails listed above are used extensively, by both IHS and Clark
students, to gain access for field study. The trails are also used extensively by
citizens as they seek solace in the quiet solitude the forests of Tiger Mountain
provides. Building a major 4-5-lane road with truck use as high as 360
trucks/hour (see p. 4) will destroy the entire character of the area. New
trailhead locations have not been identified. But major roads near hiking
trails destroy the ambiance of the forest. THERE IS NO MITIGATION
POSSIBLE FOR WHAT WILL BE LOST BY BUILDING THE SE
BYPASS.

Draft EIS: p. 4-127

e “Although the proposed roadway would likely be visible from school buildings
and adjoining properties, this visual presence is not expected to result in an
adverse impact on school facilities.”

Concerns with the Draft EIS:

o The SE bypass will change the entire character of the region from wildland
to urban. To claim there will be no adverse impact on school facilities is
inexcusable. Always, with increased urbanization, crimes committed by
youth increases. THERE IS NO MITIGATION POSSIBLE FOR WHAT
WILL BE LOST BY BUILDING THE SE BYPASS.

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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Visual Quality:

Draft EIS: Figure 4-20
e Conceptual Alternative B (looking east from the corner of Bush & 6" St.)
Concerns with the Draft EIS:

o This image does not accurately indicate the impact. Most trees will be cut
and barrier walls will be visible. This Final EIS must illustrate this
accurately.

Draft EIS: Figures 4-22, 4-24, 4-26
e Conceptual images after SE bypass is built
Concerns with Draft EIS:

¢ These images do not accurately indicate the level of traffic on the SE bypass.
Although the road may originally be built as a 2-lane road, it is clear that the
final plan is a 4-lane road, comparable to SR-900 (north of Newport Way).
The Final EIS must accurately show the level of traffic on the SE bypass.

Economic Elements:

Draft EIS: p. 4-134
o Within the project area, the affected environment with respect to existing
economic elements is essentially limited to the areas in the vicinity of the
proposed alignments. Thete ate no proposed commercial or residential
developments with associated economic elements along the SE bypass
alignments. Three properties in the project area are commercially zoned but are
not currently used in that capacity.”
Concerns with Draft EIS:
o Park Point Development Project:
The following is a letter I sent to the Issaquah City Council, 7/13/2000
concerning the proposed Park Point Development Project:

I am concerned that the City of Issaquah is following 2 Comprehensive Plan
that is accommodating the developers of the Park Point Project.

On July 8, 2000, I walked the land where the Park Point project is planned
and I was infuriated by the neglect of these developers.

1. Litter from fireworks, campfires and alcohol consumption is
scattered across the driest & most flammable areas (acreage with a large
number of Madrona trecs, a dry site species).

2. Deeply rutted roads have been carved by recreational off-road
trucks & dirtbikes. These roads crisscross the property and are causing
severe damage to the wetlands on the Northeast portion of the property.

3. Gates & signs which have been installed to protect hiking trails
have been torn out and destroyed.

4. Police & fire officials have responded to repeated calls to the area
& yet the developer has done nothing to take responsibility for properly
fencing & gating the property.

Why is the city facilitating a developer whose attitude towards
Issaquabh is clearly disdain, arrogance, and neglect?

Why is the city accommodating this developer's plans to build 500
residential units (Issaquah has more than met its fair share of King County's
Growth Management Act), 20,000-55,000 square feet of retail space (retail
that would compete with established merchants) , AND a bypass (a road to
be paid for by taxing current residents)?

The Council must serve the CURRENT residents and TAXPAYERS
of Issaquah. Park Point has offered nothing that will benefit our community.
Issaquah's Comprehensive Plan must be amended to greatly restrict any
project to be built by Park Point developers.

Concluding Remarks:

¢ Although the main focus of an EIS is not on the costs of a project, whenever
costs were mentioned in the Draft EIS, they were grossly underestimated.

¢ The City of Issaquah consistently underestimates costs of project. Most
recently, the new police station is projected to cost ($14.5 million), twice as
much as originally estimated ($7.5 million).

o Given this precedent, the actual cost of Alternative 4 would be $54 million,
rather than the $27 million mentioned in the Draft EIS.

¢ Issaquah has many other capital improvement projects it must focus on:

1. Remodel the old library into a new senior center

2. Expand the Community Center

3. Improve Newport Way with sidewalks and bike lanes

4. Install traffic signals on Newport Way at Wildwood Blvd. and at Juniper
St.

S. Improve and expand city parks and recreation fields.

« Harris Atkins, former City Council member, has concluded the SE bypass is
NOT the “best use” of citizens’ taxes since the road would mainly serve
commuters.

¢ Each City Council member I have spoken with has said they do NOT have
problems “getting around Issaquah.” During rush hours they either change
their route or they time their trips accordingly.

¢ The SE bypass is to be built to serve regional traffic (commuters) and yet it
would be paid for with the taxes paid by the citizens of Issaquah. A regional
fiscal solution must be found!

e The SE bypass is often justified by claiming the Front Street merchants
support it. However, in talking with many of the merchants, we have found
they oppose it. Many merchants have indicated they do not plan to renew
their leases because they fecl the interchange construction will be devastating
to their businesses.

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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¢ The Draft EIS, Table 2-4, shows that by 2005, many of the
intersections within the City of Issaquah will perform at D or F
levels. Must we waste $27-$54 million dollars on a project
doomed to fail? We must explore the no-build alternative and
actively initiate new methods of commuting in the 21* century!
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August 2, 2000

Mr. Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.0. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: The Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Thank you for thoughtfully considering our comments. Attached are two letters previously
written to our Mayor and one written to Pam Fox regarding the bypass. Although we have made
our views clear to the mayor and directly to the Public Works Department as a part of the public
comment process, I was disappointed to see they were not included in the NEPA Draft EIS.

As a major business in Downtown Issaquah, we would like to make our strong concern very
clear. Although we are unsure how the bybass and resulting relief of congestion will affect our
business, we are certain that if the bypass is constructed to allow major development to the east,
and this development includes retail space, our business in particular and others in downtown will
be threatened and could be devastated.

The bulk of our business comes to us from the south. Tremendous new development in Issaquah
to the north and west have all but eliminated our customer base in these areas. Our business
survives on very slim margins so must have a large volume of customers to cover our fixed costs.
Any retail development to the east or south of us would severely impact downtown and threaten
our lifeline. . . our customer base living south of Downtown.

Please add our concern about both the bypass and subsequent development as both an Impact and
a Controversy in the NEPA EIS and address it accordingly. Again, thank you for the opportunity
to include our comments and concerns.

Sincerely yours,

Yo B

Rebecca Knowles, Vice President
K-C Food Corporation

80 Front Street South « Issaquah, WA 98027 » (425) 392-5371 « FAX 392-4400 iy
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Ms. Pam Fox

City of Issaquah Public Works Department
PO Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: Comments on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Dear Pam:

Attached is a letter written in October of last year outlining our concerns regarding the planned
Park Point Development. A review of the altemative configurations for the bypass make it clear
the plan is not for a passthrough as originally intended but a road to accommodate future
development. We believe additional retail development to the east or south of town would
threaten downtown businesses like our Front Street Market. This plan to open the forested
hillside to development not only threatens our business but also concerns us about the many
quality of life issues. Many Issaquah residents at the Tune 6* City Council roundtable eloquently
and passionately described these issues. It is clear by the many heartfelt comments that residents
do not want the bypass. :

At the roundtable meeting, it also became clear to us that our traffic problems are a regional
problem created by people commuting through Issaquah from outside of the area. Are we going
to spend millions of dollars, destroy people’s homes and devastate a beautiful natural part of our
city for a temporary fix to a problem created by commuters? This is a regional problem requiring
a regional solution. For Issaquah to be considered the sole solution to the problem without
exhausting all regional alternatives is shortsighted. We sincerely hope the suggestions mentioned
at the June 6* meeting will be thoroughly studied prior to finalizing the bypass project.

The people of Issaquah clesrly do not want more roads, more cars and more development in
Issaquah. Development has drastically changed our town and our quality of life and we now
want to retain what’s left of the natural beauty for our children and fisture generations to enjoy.
Thank you for allowing us to express our opinions and for listening.

Sincerely yours,

Rebecca Knowles, Vice President
K-C Food Corporation

C.C. Suzanne Suther, Executive Director, Issaquah Chamber of Commerce
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Ms. Ava Frisinger
Mayor, City of Issaquah
PO Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: The Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Dear Mayor:

Thank you for sponsoring the special Roundtable Mesting to hear comments from the community
sbout the bypass. Although we have viewed the bypass-as a solution to ‘the gridlock in
downtown, we now oppose it. - A review of the alternative configurations for the bypass make it
clear the plan is not for a passthrough a3 originally intended but 2 road to accommaodate future
development. We believe additional retail development to ‘the east or south of town would
threaten downtown businesses like our Front Strect Market. This plan to open the forested
hillside to development not only threatens -our business but also concerns us about the many
quality of life issues. Many Issaquah residents at the June 6® City Council roundtable eloquently
and passionately described these issues. It is clear by the mmny heartfelt comments that residents
do not want the bypass and we agree with them.

At the Roundtable Meeting, it also became clear to us that our traffic problems are a regional
problem created by people commuting through Issaquah from outside of the area. Are we going
to spend millions of doilars, destroy people’s homes and devastate a beautiful natural pert of our
city for a temporary fix to a problem created by commuters? This is & regional problem requiring
a regional solution. For Issaquah to be cousidered the sole solution to the. problem without
exhausting all regional alternatives is shortsighted. ‘We sincerely hope the suggestions mentioned
at the June 6* meeting will be thoroughly studied prior to finalizing the bypass project.

The people of Issaquah clearly do not want more roads; more cars and more development in
Issaquah. Development has drastically changed our town and our quality of fife and we now
want to retain what’s lelt of the natural beauty for our children#nd future generations t enjoy.
Thank you for allowing us to express our opinions and for listening.

Sincer

Rebecca Knowles, Vice President
K-C Food Corporation
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Ms. Ava Frisinger, Mayor October 29, 1999
City of Issaquah
P.0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027
RE: Park Pointe Development
Dear Ava:

In recent conversations with people in town, I was surprised to learn many were not aware of the
three alternatives being considered by the City. of Issaquah for the Park Pointe Development.
This is the new 102 atre developrient to be located on the east side of the Issaquah bypass, along
the west-facing hillside of Tiger Mountain, no more than % mile from Downtown Issaquah. The
first two alternatives call for residential development and are therefore consistent with the current
Single-Family zoning of the property. The third alternative would require a rezoning of the
property and establish another retail district in the city. The developer, Wellington Park Pointe
LLC, is applying for a Comprehensive Land Use Plan Amendment and a rezone of this property
to an Urban Village District with 120,000 square feet of office space and 25,000 square feet of
retail space,

My husband and I own Front Street Market in downtown Issaquah. It is our position and the
position of Lori Steendahl, Manager and others in our company that the Urban Village District
Altemnative being considered at the Park Pointe Development will have an adverse impact on our
business and poses a potential threat to our existence., I fact, we believe any new retail business
south of town would take away from the vitality and success of Historic Downtown Issaquah.
Our customers who live south of downtown make up 4 majority of our business. From customer
mapping research, we concluded that approximately 80% of our sales are to people living south
of town.

Our business relics on a large number of customers choosing to shop with us each week. We
require visits from around 9,000 customers per week to remain visble. We know the bypass will
substantially reduce the number of people in Downtown. We believe the bypass will provide
necessary relief from the congestion we currently experience and will allow those choosing to
shop with us greater freedom of access.” However, allowing retail competitors to exist on the
route used to carry the heavier commuter traffic will surely prove devastating to many Downtown
businesses and our business in particular, '

Downtown businesses have already faced an onslaught of new competition from the tremendous
growth of refail in Issaquah to the north and west. In the retail grocery business, our new
competitors include Costco, Albertson’s, two new QFC’s, Issaquah Market, Trader Joe’s, and
now PCC. With the addition of these new competitors, combined with the difficulty caused by
traffic congestion, our business to the north and west is virtually gone. The proposed new retail
district would threaten our lifeline . . . our customer base living south of Downtown. Do we need
to also offer yet another shopping alternative on this new route?

It has been said that the 25,000 square feet of retail space under consideration could
accommodate only small “Mom and Pop” stores that would pose no threat to downtown
businesses. We disagree. We are “Mom and Pop” businesses too. This amount of retail square
footage is not small according to our standards. Our Front Street Market grocery store is 13,000
square feet. An Urban Village with 25,000 square feet of retail space could easily include a
grocery store similar in size to ours plus many other businesses, virtually duplicating the services
provided by our shopping center and other downtown businesses. What about the new housing?
Would the 564 new dwelling units support the proposcd retail businesses? It would be difficult
for this number of residences to support any retail business, let alone the proposed 25,000 square
feet. These new businesses would be forced to draw in the commuter traffic in order to survive,

It is important to remember the original purpose of the bypass was to relieve the downtown of
traffic congestion caused by commuters who are non-shoppers. This new road has been sold as a
way of getting pass-through traffic out of our downtown, not providing & new place for
downtown shoppers to shop! Establishing another retail district would only cause additional

tuming'movements on the bypass route, défeating its purpose as a'true bypass. The additional

lanes and signals required would also increase the cost of the multi-million dollar proposal. Why
would any downtown business support a cost increase in order to accommodate new competitors?

Additjonally, the configuration of the bypass will make Park Pointe a more convenient place to
shopforoommum.lhiseasemdadvmmgecomesﬁomthcdesignofﬂwcmﬁnmus, smooth
connection between Hobart Road and the bypass. By design, the majority of traffic coming down
Hobart Road will be funneled directly. on to the bypass making it more inconvenient to head
downtown. In order to shop in Downtown, people will be forced to stop, wait at a light and make
a left turn toward Downtown. - Unlike the automstic flow of the majority of traffic onto the
bypass, people will have to make a conscious decision to turn toward Downtown. Therefore, the
bulk of traffic will go'right pest the new- development and potentially, our new competitors at
Park Pointe. The shopping habits of these commuters would understandably and inevitably
change to take advantage of the more convenient location of Park Pointe because it will lie
directly on their commuter route.

Finally, it is our understanding that once the zoning is ‘changéd to allow retail usage, the
developer has the ability to increase the approved retail square footage and change the original
Urban Village District concept. Therefore, once rezoned to allow retail, the door is opened for
more retail development, Isthiswhntwewantasacommlmity? Located only % mile from
Downtown, the new Park Pointe Development can and should be served by downtown
businesses.

Sincerely yours,

Rebecca Knowles, VP and Finance Manager
K-C Food Corporation

CC. Issaquah City Council
Issaquah Chamber of Commerce
City of Issaquah
\“Main Street Issaquah
The Reader Team
Pacific Rim Equities
First Wellington Crown Corporation
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RHYS A. STERLING, P.E., J.D.
Attorney at Law

P.0. Box 218

Hobart, Washington 98025-0218
(425) 432-9348 (voice message)
E-mail: RhysHobart@aol.com

1495 N.W. Gilman Blvd.
Suite 4-G

Issaquah, Washington 98027
(425) 391-6650 (daytime)
Facsimile (425) 391-6689

July 17, 2000

HAND DELIVERED

Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.0. Box 1307

1775 12th Avenue N.W.
Issaquah, Washington 98027

Re: Written Comments Submitted For Consideration Regarding The
Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(June 2000)

Dear Mr. Brock:

I represent Ronald K. Stoner, owner of real property located
at 509 S.E. Sycamore Lane, Issaquah, Washington. I also live in
Hobart and commute to my office in Issaquah every day via the Issa-
quah-Hobart Road. 1In addition to my concern that the proposed By-
pass will merely shift the current downtown traffic jams to a new
location going south and exacerbate an already bad situation coming
north (because of the multiple traffic lights proposed for the "By-
pass"), Mr. Stoner and I both have concerns regarding the obvious
inadequacies of the DEIS with respect to its abject failure to ful-
ly and fairly disclose, discuss, and evaluate the potential impacts
to the Issaquah Creek floodplain and floodway resulting from the
construction of the Bypass in its proposed south end location(s).

In all my years of practice, including a period of time as a
SEPA Responsible Official for the Washington State Department of
Ecology, I do not recall ever laying my eyes upon a DEIS that is so
patently deficient and defective in its purported coverage of a
subject matter that is as critically important to the City of Issa-
quah, the property owners in the Sycamore Drive/Lewis Lane areas,
and the current/future users of the Issaquah-Hobart Road/Southeast
Issaquah Bypass as is the impact on the floodplain and floodway of
Issaquah Creek associated with the construction of this project.
Not only are substantial private property rights at stake (as Mr.
Stoner faces the direct and substantial uncompensated loss of pri-
vate property rights resulting from the construction of the Bypass
in its proposed location), but continued and added inconvenience to
users of the Issaquah-Hobart Road/Southeast Issaquah Bypass during
periods of Issaquah Creek flooding.

Bob Brock, Public Works Director
July 17, 2000
Page 2 -

Enclosed is one (1) original "Commentary on the Floodplain and
Floodway Aspects of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmen-
tal Impact Statement Based on Excerpts from Detailed Studies Previ-
ously Filed with the City of Issaquah Regarding the Single-Family
Residential Development of the Ron Stoner Property Located at 509
S.E. Sycamore Lane, Issaquah, Washington" dated July 14, 2000.

The enclosed Commentary constitutes formal written comments
that are hereby submitted to the City of Issaquah for its consider-
ation and inclusion in the Final EIS that will be prepared and pub-
lished for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass.

Thank you for your careful consideration of the enclosed mat-
erial. Please contact me directly if you have any gqguestions re-
garding the enclosed Commentary.

Very truly yours,

RHYS A. STERLING, P.E., J.D.

Rhys A. Sterling 3

Attorney for Ron Stoner
Enclosure

cc: Ronald K. Stoner (w/enc.)
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350 Mine Hill Road S.W.
Issaquah, WA 98027
August 3, 2000

Mr. Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah
P.0.Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: Proposed S.E. Bypass for Issaquah

Dear Mr. Brock:

One of the major concerns I have regarding the proposed S.E. Bypass for Issaquah is the
noise that is sure to emanate from the influx of King County garbage trucks, motorcycles
and other vehicles that will be stopping and starting at the three lights on this route. Was
this taken into consideration when the environmental impact study was done? Why was
mitigation planned for only the North A alignment? This is particularly puzzling since it
has been noted that the Issaquah City Council currently favors the North B, South B
alignment, or alternative 4. Please explain what is meant on p.4-17 of the DEIS where
barriers are described as "not reasonable” or "not feasible to construct"? Also, what does
"constrained by local access" mean?

The bigger question I have is more general. Why hasn't a regional solution to this
problem been sought? Issaquah should not have to bear the weight of a dilemma that
involves three counties.

Thank you for your attention to this most important issue.

Respectfully yours,

sty Drommo

Sally Grommon

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 68
Draft Supplemental EIS



Augustzzooo S A e T e ,
Bob Brock; PublchotksDwsctor\, e e T R )

The lssaquah Bypass is neaﬂng n':elty oouncll voto deadllna ‘_

,Thisprqecllsashomsrmﬂx Mthhugednvlmnmenlalandm&ﬁstafyoosls.lunderstandmedtyw -
oountyswlshlofreeuptramcbutlmustdlsagreevirththeaypassasasolutlon :

Fusl illsdearmallssaquah-Hobanmadlsalreadyoperatlngatcapaclty Tofunnelanoﬂlerfeederrbad B
ontothlsmadlsﬂ)ehelgﬁtoffolly TheDElsualecMugfﬂceannolgelmrse"Tmfﬁccanalmysget :
~worse, this Isﬂawed thlnklng B

Seoond, lssaquah la a narrow valley wlth aerlous water lesues alraady ng lowerl waler j
tables, salmon bearing creeks and huge developments already in the plpellne At thls point the clty hasg

NO MORE WATER PERMITS tobelssued if you pave a large poition of the rachargearehyouwlll be "
- further destroying an already bankrupt water systeri while raising the flood potential and addlng o
“¢ontarnination risks. Plus,thoDElSdoesnoladdr&sslhelmpactof ncreased truck traffic ;
'—conlan'unallon new studl&c quectlonlng lhe eﬁeotlveness of nalalnlng ponda asa n'uhgatlon

: Thmd lmbmltthalthlsroadlsaso\nhempressformmdevelopmant Yes. lssaquahandtheStaleand,‘
‘theCounlyallllkebsaymatdevelopmnllslnevnablesowemustprowdeltlsaypmwdeltwhenathe :
consequences are not 8o expenisive long tefm. We cannot regéin our wetiands, our trees or the base of .
*Tiger mountain, Promote building density in already paved araas, build in Seame buvldmdovmtown i
Bellevue, build i in domlown lssaqush lnstead

[Flnally.tosolvethlstmnspomtlonmesslnlssaqﬁah ldoagreethatitlsame& lheiiass—hrubaﬂlc'
“that ogslssaquahmustbeconvlncedthatltlsbeﬁertomyonI-oomantoshoncutthroughtwm Thls‘ :
‘needstobewdressedonbolhphyslcalandmlotlonallevels Make It less convenient to move through

" lssaquah, not easier. Locallral‘ﬁconlyalgnage one way streéts, speed bumips, lowered speed limits on
Gilman Bivd, Issaquah-Hobart and Newport Way are all cheap ways to make pass-thru traffic hesitate to
-go through issaquah. lmpmveHlelwmywtomakellmoreappeallng /Add to this media attention and
“public information showing the consequiences of this short-culbyoomnwlers fost homes, filied wetlands, *
dlsplacedmknalsandacutoutofmbaseolegerMoumaln Tmstyoflssaquahneedstomakelha
commuters ‘aware of what they do.’ slmultaneously masstvansltslongmel-smhlghway 1seonldor .
ahouldbepromaledaslongbrm utlon

‘Theloesofowwellands tnees anlmals,andpeopleshomesplusexoesslvenolse lncreasedﬂoodlng 2
~','andhowmuohnioney?forawppoeedeaslngintmﬁicisNoTwomnl The DEIS does not address .
. thesa issue< properly. 'We need to preserve the beaidy of issaquah for future generations. Think long
“term, Donotbmshofftlwlmpactsofthlsproject Pressyoureﬁons(orelectmlsbypassandhelpme
cnyoflssequahcomeupvdmersaﬁve,lossoostlyanemaﬁves ) R

4175 NW Gllman Blvd #Be
" [ssaquah, WA9802
b (425)392—4908

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters
Draft Supplemental EIS

page 69



Bonnie Steussy
12706 Hobart Rd.
Issaquah, Wash. 98027

Dear Sir,

As a 23 year resident whose property boarders the Issaquah-
Hobart Road, I have enormous concerns over the proposals for a by-
pass of any nature that would feed into this extremely fragile valley.
As 1 listen to information regarding the environmental impact of any
of the six ideas presented, I can only ask why aren't our leaders
looking at a more regional approach to solving problems that are
occurring because development has gone out of control. Highway 18
has already been established and could be used to achieve the goal of
lessening commuter traffic. Better yet, a light regional transit system
would/could serve us all with much more positive long term results.

The air, water and noise pollution such a by-pass would create
frighten me. Air does not circulate well here. It hangs in a cloud
over us. I struggle with respiratory problems already.

We moved here consciously choosing to steward our land for
our children's benefit. 1 ask you to revisit other transportation
options that could better serve our citizens, save our beautiful valley
and serve as a model to other communities facing similar problems.

Tcank you, V- S?Lw;7

Bonnie V. Steussy
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August 8, 2000

Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

Re: Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Brock:

One of the many reasons we cherish living in Issaquah is the good air quality. The SE
Bypass is a definite threat to our air quality. It is vitally important that we are all aware
that the Draft EIS, S-8 on air quality determined “significant new impacts would not
occur”, Significant new impacts would not occur to our air quality here in Issaquah with
the various alternatives looked at including the S.E. Bypass? How could that possible be?

The SE Bypass is purported to improve air quality and fuel conservation in Issaquah by
leading to fewer cars backed up on Front Street. Issaquah is nestled at the basin of three
mountains. We are at the bottom of a bowl. Kent Swigard of Puget Sound Air Pollution
Control (PSAPC) said in an Issaquah Press article, dated May 23, 1990, “...small areas
between mountains such as Issaquah Valley can collect particularly high levels of
ozone...” Now whether that those high levels of ozone are accumulated along Front
Strect, or a bit further over where the purposed SE Bypass would intersect with
Issaquah-Hobart road, it will still all settle in our little Issaquah Valley.

The Draft EIS said that ozone measurements and projections were not necessary.
REALLY? Regarding air quality, in S-8, Summary Table S-2 of the Draft EIS - Air
Quality: “mitigation not required” for all alternatives. I question what studies were used
to create the Draft EIS that determined “significant new impacts would not occur” and
that “mitigation not required for all alternatives®? How old is the data that these studies
were based on? I challenge the Finial EIS to include the most recent research that reflects
the impacts of air pollution on human health and the surrounding environment. Did the
model used to determine the impacts of the SE Bypass on air pollution consider the
extreme topography of the narrow Issaquah vatley?

How can the EIS state “significant new impacts would not occur” to our air quality -

e when the Park Pointe developers are just lying in wait for the S.E. Bypass so
they can build 500 + new residences that will utilize the bypass?

e with the addition of the Highlands and Kelkari developments yet to come?

e  with the additional traffic flow to and from several million square feet of new
commercial and retail businesses to be built within those residual developments?

How can these not impact our air quality?
Here are a few other concerns NOT addressed by the Draft EIS in regards to air quality:

o The county is contributing $5 million to the SE Bypass construction so they can
utilize the bypass for garbage trucks. Cedar Hills Landfill states they currently
operate a fleet of 100 trucks, each of which makes 5 or more trips a day to the
landfill. The Draft EIS grossly underestimates the number of daily truck trips.

e The Draft EIS make no mention of Reid Sand & Gravel trucks. Won’t they use the
SE Bypass to access Highway 18? If not, the Final EIS must include mitigation
measures to prevent this.

o The Draft EIS makes no mention of other trucks traveling East on I-90 who might
use the SE Bypass to access Highway 18. The Final EIS must include mitigation
measures to prevent this.

As stated above, the Draft EIS grossly underestimates the number of daily truck trips on
the SE Bypass. These trucks use diesel fuel. This firel creates greater amounts of carbon
monoxide and particulate matter. The Final EIS must include mitigation to control this
increased amount of air pollution.

Residential and commercial developers are just lying in wait for the SE Bypass to be
completed so they can build, build, build. The county is waiting for the SE Bypass so
they can truck, truck, truck. The Finat EIS MUST address these issues regarding the
impact of air quality and mitigate, mitigate, mitigate.

Our traffic congestion is not a problem that Issaquah solve alone. It is a regional problem
and must be addressed as such. We need assistance from the county!

Charlotte Mc¢Clain
C - )\7 < C C""—U

615 SW Ellerwood St.
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425) 391-8423
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10324 240th PL SE August XX, 2000
Tssaquah, WA. 98027

Mr. Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

PO Box 1307
Tssaquah, WA. 98027

Dear Mr. Brock

I have attended most of the community discussion meeting and presentations regarding the Southeast Issaquah
Bypass since its inception. The most interesting of thesc were the Issaquah City Council-sponsored Roundtable on
June 6, 2000 and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Public Hearing on August 1, 2000. The public
negative response to this issue should be an “Eye Opener” to the Issaquah City Council, if they were listening.

We have been at this address for more than 30 years and have seen [ssaquah grow and, in most cases, for the
betterment of the community. However, the building of the Southeast Bypass, as presently planned, will be a big
mistake and will NOT be beneficial to the people of the community. Why? - Because of the reasons given at the
public hearings:

Even More Traffic Congestion

Increased Noise Level

Reduction of Air Quality

Reduction of Water Quality

Detriment to Wildlife

Goodbye Historic Issaquah

‘Fupther considerations are needed for an optional solution to divert traffic from the Issaquah area. Putting the money
ipto dlditional construction of Highway 18 could be the solution.

Harold M Fuglvog
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August 8, 2000

Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

Re: Issaquah Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Brock:

1 heard many disturbing scenarios during the August 1* public meeting on the Draft E.I.S.
report. The many negative effects the SE Bypass would have on our community -
increased noise and air pollution, destruction of our wetlands and aquifer, the harmful
impact on wildlife, and many more equally damaging long-term environmental violations,
that would contribute to the degradation and destruction of Issaquah’s beauty and quality
of life.

1 would like to read to you the City of Issaquah’s Vision Statement:

The City of Issaquah is committed to quality living through
preservation and enhancement of the community’s unique
human and natural resourees.

T ask you, how can the city proceed with forward momentum on the SE Bypass when
many of the results of the Draft E.LS. report are in direct conflict with the city’s vision
statement of ‘preserving and enhancing our unique natural resources’. Please help stop
the SE Bypass and find an alternative answer that includes the county as part of the
solution.

Kelly S. Smith

Kl o e

615 SW Ellerwood St.
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425) 391-8423
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Robert Rakita

24998 SE 155 PL
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-557-9188
rrakita@foxinternet.net

August 4, 2000

Robert Brock
Public works Director
City of Issaquah
P.0.Box1307
Issaquah,WA 98027

Comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
the S.E.Bypass at I-90 in Issaquah

cc:
Don Petersen, Federal Highway Administration
Ron Paananen, King County Engineering Services
Loree Randall, Project Manager Department of Ecology
Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office

Dear Mr Brock,

Pages 4-38 to 4-40 of the DEIS references the recharge area for the lower Issaquah valley aquifer.

It clearly establishes wet lands in the area of the SE bypass, but only vaguely relates the dynamics of water flow
through this area while not interrelating findings, cause and effect.

The study of the geological area does not have an overview including the importance Tiger Mtn. has in the
maintenance of the lower Issaquah valley aquifer. No mention is made concerning its part in retaining rainfall
for gradual transfer - to the wetlands, the creeks, and lower Issaquah valley aquifer, which is a necessary
function of the ecology for a valley that relies on the rainfall from Tiger Mtn. for water resources.
Considering Tiger Mtn. will be sectioned, this action will effectively interrupt broad surface/subsurface water
flow, why hasn't this been accounted for?

Page 4-21. Surface Conditions. The north alignments are described as crossing “moderately to steeply
forested areas.” The south alignments should be described as crossing gently sloping wetlands that are in part
developed with residential housing. It should be noted that the presence of a building on a property does ot
change the property’s classification as a wetland.

This area was the subject to a Preliminary Subsurface Exploration And Geotechnical Engineering Study
in 1978, for Starview Estates, prepared by Hart Crowser & assoc.- regarding a proposed 24+ acre subdivision.
The legal description is "The SW quarter of the SE quarter of section 34, Township 24 North, Range 6 East,
W.M,, in King County WA."

Among the findings were the following:

1. Much of the low-lying portions in the wooded areas may be described as swamp due to
generally soft and wet surface conditions.

2. General subsurface conditions can be divided into three distinct soil horizons.
(1) Glacial outwash gravel.(2) Alluvial fine sands, silts and clays comprising most of the
central and west portions of the site. (3) Peat and organic silts located in parts of the
swamp areas.

3. Because of the location of the site at the base of nearby Tiger Mtn. to the East and Issaquah
Creck on the West, the water table is generally very near the ground surface in the near level
areas of the site. A drainage pattern is generally westerly and is poor due to the near level
topography and subsurface impermeable soils. Improving the present drainage would bea
major consideration for site development.

4. Geotechnical considerations state that there are substantial quantities of peat lying in 3 known
deposits, that would not justify site development.

An independent study 22 years old evinces a more comprehensive understanding of the working geology of the
area than does the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I would submit that given the irreparable damage to
be done to the water supply of the lower Issaquah valley aquifer, the salmon breeding streams, and general
fauna of the basin, an ill conceived project such as the SE bypass should not go forward until non invasive
alternatives have thoroughly been researched. This includes but is not limited to SR-18 as part of a beltway
around Issaquah.

Respectfully, E z :
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p.1of2

Eisheries; DEIS Repart.

DEIS Statement: (p.4-199)

“The Southeast Issaquah By-Pass roadway, In conjunction with other
transportation improvement and the development projects in the area (South
SPAR,North Spar, proposed Park Pointe) may result in cumulative Impacts on
streams and fish habitat in the Issaquah Creek dralnage basin”

*Question #1 : What is the cumulative impact to endangered fish?

*Question #2 :What is the cumulative impact of loss of water storage capacity?

*Question #3. Are these projects mentioned above really one large project that is
being segmented into smaller ones?

DEIS Statement:(p.4-199)
*“Cumulative Impacts could occur, however, in the north tributary to
Issaquah Creek.”

Question#4: What are these cumulative impacts?

DEIS Statement:(p.4-199)

“The proposed Park Pointe Development project may also drain to the
north tributary so minor increases in in flow and poliutant levels from
this development may affect fish habitat.”

Question#5: If we add the impact from the proposed By-pass-disturbance to-the
wetlands and then add the future planned disturbance from Park Pointe
then what is the total impact to the north tributary?

DEIS Statement: (p.4-199)

“The increase impervious surface areas and probable addition of
stormwater management ponds in conjunction with other
transportation improvement projects could also result in warmer
runoff temperatures.”

Question #6: What would warmer water temperatures do to fish as it empties into the
lower Issaquah Creek?

p.2of2

DEIS Statement: (p.4-199)

“Additionally, the duration of high flows in Issaquah Creek could be
prolonged, causing minor scour of the channel substrate and erosion
of the channel banks.”

Question#7: What is the long term effects of this scouring and erosion of the substrate
and channel banks?

Question#8: If we are experienceing scouring and erosion in the banks now would this
not only serve to speed up the problem?

DESI Statement: (p.4-2080)

“ Additienally, stormwater detention facilities and treatment ponds
wouid be included in the southern portion of the projects area where-
surface runoff discharges would occur and wetland compensation is
proposed for loss of wetland area.” (p. 4-260 DEIS)

Question#9: Wouldn't these stormwater detention facilities simply collect toxins and
not do the job of a natural wetland?

% . _ij
Alfred M. Souma
975 Greenwood Bivd.
Issaquah,Wa 98027
Tel:425-391-8121
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Aug.9, 2000
751 Greenwood SW
Issaquah, WA
Robert Brock
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah
P.0O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 68027

Dear Sir;

I am writing as a citizen of Issaquah, concerned about the proposed SE bypass from the
outlying areas of Issaquah to I-90. I know that the traffic on Front St. is deplorable, but
the EPA report predicts that, with the bypass in place, traffic will reach the same state by
2005! T don’t want to go for a fast solution that is a temporary solution.

This “solution” has such terrible consequences for education, noise pollution,
environmental damage, and air quality. As an educator with 25 years of experience, I
cannot imagine the impact of even a two-lane bypass only 150 £. from classrooms, The
windows have to be open for air circulation, and garbage trucks accessing the landfill
near Mirrormont will join cars, trucks and motorcycles. There is even a plan for 3 lights,
which means that the gear shifting will add to the noise.

And what about the proposal to build on Class 1 wetlands along Tssaquah Creek? Our
aquifers are already at record low levels, and the increased development here is putting
more of a burden on them as demand for water increases.

I have spoken to hundreds of people in my neighborhood and in local businesses, and

once I raised the above concerns, no one said “Oh, well, let’s build it anyway since the

traffic is so bad.” Everyone wants further study, with an emphasis on a regional solution
_to a regional problem.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.
Sincerely,
Brooke Thacker

ook LhgcIuA_
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Bob Brock 08/10/00
Public Works Director
City of Issaquah -
1775 12th Ave NW RECE
Issaquah, WA 98027

AuG 1

Dear Mr. Brock: PUBUC W

| have lived in my home just south of the city limits for nearly 29 years. My family
and neighbors have attended numerous meetings regarding the Southeast
Bypass for several years. My concern is that we seem to be left out of the DEIS
regarding the impact to the residents and valley we live in.

In this fragile valley noise from trucks is bounced of the two mountains, smoke
and other pollutants from one side of the valley is experienced by residents on
the other side, neighbors already have difficulty entering the Issaquah-Hobart
Road, deer and household pets are killed on the road (and Animal Control
ignores them for weeks), and serious car accidents bear testament to the safety
problems on a curvy road.

I have asked the same question at every open House | have attended: How can
you take the southbound traffic off of the SE Bypass and add a stream of cars
traveling south on Front Street (many of whom have merged from Second Ave,)
and squeeze all of these cars onto the ONE southbound lane of the Issaquah-
Hobart Road without creating a recipe for disaster? Increasing the volume of
traffic on the Issaquah-Hobart Road by providing the new SE Bypass will only
exacerbate the negative conditions. | believe that the city is just taking the traffic
problem from Front and Sunset and moving it to the city limits so then it becomes
the county’s problem. This is unconsciousable and NOT SOLVING THE
PROBLEM.

1 would like to know how the city plans to mitigate the serious consequences to
the residents calling Issaquah their home- although living outside the city limits.
The resulting increased pollution, noise, congéstion and safety issues must be

acknowledged and addressed.

Sincerely,

24001 SE 103rd St.
Issaquah, WA 98027
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FIRST CHURCH OF CHRIST, SCIENTIST
P. O. Box 281, Issaquah, WA 98027

August 11, 2000

Mr. Robert Brock, Public Works Director
city of Issaquah

P. O. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

Our church is located just south of the proposed bypass connection
to the Hobart Road on 238th Street. After reading the DEIS and at-
tending many of the community meetings, we have some concerns af-
fecting our property. There is a well on our property serving the
church and three houses behind the church. Our concerns are:

1. For the quality of the water in the well. The DEIS on Page
S-13 states that "greater overland runoff volumes would result from
the proposed project under all development alternatives,
resulting in increased vehicular pollutant loads in surface and
groundwater....potential water quality impacts as a result of
accidental spills of hazardous materials could occur". How do you
propose to protect our source?

2. The threat to our groundwater supply. The DEIS states that the
water level in the Issaquah aquifer has fallen, and on Page 4-39
states the decline may be because "of increased well withdrawals,
loss of recharge due to increased impervious surface coverage in
nearby urban areas, and/or climatic change". What will be our
water availability if the bypass (more impervious surface) is
built? Water needs to be allowed to percolate into the soil -
not run off highways.

3. The impact on the neighborhood directly south of the bypass.
The DEIS does not deal with the following construction issues:
noise, rerouting 238th and 96th and impacts to the streanm,
Tributary 0199, a class 2 salmon spawning stream directly adjacent
to the church property.

Our community expects the final EIS to address these concerns.
Sincerely,

Board of Directors

A L

;//LL;;M‘,‘ A \8 Z#-{KA <

Virginia Blodgett, Clerk

(church phone: (425) 392-8140
Clerk’s home phone: (425) 643-0425)

Copy sent to those on attached list.
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Dear Mr. Brock, August 8, 2008
Omitted from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are the impacts a project such
as the SE bypass will have on an entire environmental corridor, leading from SR-18, to Front
Street, Issaquah.

Front Street in Issaquah is the only geographical area being focused on since 1989 (the Brickhoff
studies) as being problematic. There is a failure to admit that this is a regional problem,
involving at least, King County.

In an effort to justify the necessity and ease of building a bypass, facts in the DEIS have been
obscured and mitigation associated with various aspects of the project have been discreetly
misrepresented, or, are outwardly inadequate. To site but a few instances:

Air Quality
1. The bypass will in fact become a truck route with stop lights, necessitating
acceleration/ braking during an estimated 1000 daily trips by heavy trucks, including King
County's reintroduced garbage trucks. The DEIS summary, page S-8 & 9, indicates that air
quality would not be significantly impacted, therefore mitigation would not be required. False.

Air/Quality

2. The assertion of the DEIS claiming the bypass provides a rapid entry/ exit through
Issaquah while reducing vehicle emissions is false. Three stoplights are proposed within the
construction. However, the Issaquah Hobart Rd. currently has 3, and it is not unreasonable to
project that another will be needed at Mirrormont as traffic increases. This would be a total of 7
stops and starts, creating elevated vehicle emissions along the entire corridor. Statistics existing
verify the detrimental heaith effects of such conditions, with childrens hospitalization for asthma
leaping to 34% in the region since the late 1980s, with 470 per 100,000 children. At least part of
the rise is due to ozone, which the Draft EIS claims was not necessary to track, nor take
measurements & build projections

Noise

3. The favored route past Issaquah High school, and Clark Elementary does not provide
sound barriers. Pages 4-14 to 4-19 report that noise levels at Clark Elementary would increase,
from 47 to 57 dB (A ten-fold increase), and noise levels at Issaquah High would increase by 18
& 19 dBA, from 44/45 to 58/63 dBA. However, these numbers do not factor in the increase of
truck traffic. None the less, noise barriers were not considered feasible, except with Alternatives
1 & 2. Traffic-control measures, land buffers, realignment of the roadway and insulating the
buildings were considered but not found feasible mitigations.

Aquifer/ Water
4. Drainage and collection ponds scheduled to be built are actually to be built in wetlands
and peat bogs of the lower Issaquah aquifer. Proof of this vital geology exceeds the DEIS
determinations in a Preliminary Subsurface Exploration and Geotechnical Engincering Study
from 1978, prepared by Hart Crowser and Assoc., Seattle,

Aquifer/ Water

5. Along the Issaquah Hobart Rd./Issaquah Valley, there is no acknowledged need to
protect or mitigate. This is a road that runs along wet lands and streams that feed into Issaquah's
drinking water, salmon bearing lower waters, and ultimately into Lake Sammamish, which
receives 70% of it's water from the Issaquah aquifer. A Hydrogeological Review of the Issaquah
Creek Basin prepared by Washington Department of Ecology, 5/5/94, concluded that “the
Issaquah Valley Aquifer System as a whole responds akin to one large unconfined aquiferf. The
hydraulic continuity effect is 100%.” What this means is that diesel is more dangerous to
groundwater than gasoline. Due, to it's heavier weight it drops to the ground rather than
remaining airborne. With the valley’s higher than normal rainfall (typically almost double that in
Seattle—57"/yr.). diesel combined with gasoline exhaust will have greater impact to streams,
native flora & fauna, & people. Being that trucks are not required to have emission tests there is
no protection for this degradation.

Current traffic models project that should the bypass be constructed, traffic will revert to current
congestion/ emissions (F rating) within a few years afier completion. This project is only a multi
million dollar, temporary fix, while excluding a currently proven and viable bypass to be found
in SR-18/SR-900.
Sincerelz,/guﬂl W

Cren Lo nes

6301 K& o St

J884quah, WA G807
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Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

August 8, 2000
Dear Mr. Brock:

| have been reading about the Southeast Bypass with a sense of growing concem. As a city
resident for the past 14 years I've watched traffic worsen and welcomed the prospect of a sound,
comprehensive solution. What | see both in the Draft Environmental Statement and in recent city
news leads me to believe that the proposed bypass along any of its intended routes would (1)
have environmental impacts too damaging to be justifiable and (2) fail yield a real traffic solution.

The DEIS leads me to believe that the bypass is a very city-centered solution that (1) only moves
the bottieneck farther out to Issaquah-Hobart Road and (2) seems to primarily support a new
subdivision that would quickly fill the road with new traffic. 1 lived in Eugene, Oregon way back
when they built the beltline to route commuter and truck traffic around the downtown area. The
beltline seemed way out in the boonies, but the course of that effort over the past 30 years shows
that it was a long-term solution that accommodated future growth. 1 think that Highway 18 could
be a similar beltline and focal point for traffic as regional growth continues eastward. | ask that all
concemed with this project work on a countywide solution.

At this point I'm gravely concerned with the prospect of doing anything that further compromises
the city’s aquifer and wells. The loss of potable water is becoming a critical issue worldwide (most
of Africa, much of Eastern Europe, the Middle East, China where in the north the aquifer levels
have dropped 8 feet, Mexico City which is literally out of water, etc.). Recent articles in the
Issaquah Press indicate that the city is overdrawing its water resources. According to the DEIS,
proposed routes for the bypass would affect a primary aquifer recharge area. We simply can't
afford the consequences of such a shortsighted action. In cur community and others every effort
must be made to preserve the vegetation on these critical pieces of terrain. Again | see Highway
18 as a better solution.

Note: The Washington State Department of Natural Resources, in their publication, Our Changing
Nature, states “The state Department of Ecology has determined that about half the state’s area
now has insufficient water to support all the needs of people, plants and animals. The water in
250 streams is already over-allocated . . .. There are approximately 350 lakes and streams closed
to further withdrawals. Over-appropriated watersheds . . . are found throughout the state. Most
are in counties where population is expected to increase.” If the state's water is over-
appropriated, where would an additional supply come from long-term?

Aquifer degradation also leads to flooding. It fiterally tums our drinking water to floodwater. The
bypass would be another blow to the city in this respect.

The DEIS also leaves me with concerns about effects of noise and air pollution that our city can ill
afford. With the topography-—a town sitting in a bowl surrounded by the Plateau on the north,
Tiger Mountain to the East, Squak to the south, and Cougar to the west, the ampilification of both
nose and pollution would be significant. The DEIS fails to adequately address the rea! impacts to
noise and air pollution and the difficulty or impossibility of acceptable mitigation.

The DEIS lays out a project rife with problems not adequately addressed. It also leaves me witha
sense that it is a plan strongly backed by developers supporting one another and opening a door
for Park Pointe. As a community, we simply have to say, “enough” and do what is right.

Observations also teli me that we have not done nearly enough, in cooperation with the county, to
provide viable travel alternatives such as bus routes on Hobart, bicycle paths that are truly safe,
bridges for foot and bicycle traffic over the freeways, and incentives to reduce car traffic to and
from schools by parents and students. The other day 1 drive from Factoria to issaquah on 1-90 at
5:15 p.m. The traffic on |-90 and the backups at the eastbound exits made traffic problems on
Front Street look like a flyspeck on a much larger and more problematic picture. The right
solution, 1 think, will be a comprehensive one. { would be glad to be part of making that a reality.

e e

Patricia Duke
375 SE Croston Lane
issaquah, WA 98027
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August 1, 2000

1 am writing to let members of city council, project planners, and others who may have a
voice, know of my concerns about the proposed Issaquah Southeast Bypass now that the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been published.

I’m concerned about noise. The hillside itself will reflect the noise of traffic, and if any
retainer walls go up, this will amplify noise all the more. Right now, half way up Squak
Mountain you can hear the announcer, the band, etc. during a home football game. The
noise from traffic on the bypass will degrade life for much of our community.

I’m concerned about flooding. I live right downtown, and T have a basement which
currently stays dry. The DEIS points to an increased risk of flooding. Our last mayor
offered to mitigate flooding by giving away free sand bags. What will you give us? Free
hip waders?

I’m also concerned about this being both a bigger road (four lanes along the steepest part)
than I"d anticipated and about the fact that it still creates a bottleneck where it runs into
Hobart.

And what about Park Pointe? Is that the real motive for this road? Why don’t the project
planners go ahead and call the proposed southeast bypass Park Pointe Drive? Call it what
you will, it looks to me like an access road for this development project.

This letter is a resounding “no” to the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass. Focus on Highway
18 and other alternatives, including a bus route and a Park & Ride on Hobart.

Sincerely,

Michael Marinos
750 =% Pu5L
53 ww Trozd
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13 August 2000

Robert Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock: -+ ——— —- e e

As citizens of the Issaquah area, we fear that the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass will not
provide a long-term solution to a regional problem and in fact will bring severe
consequences to Issaquah. Anyone who drives through Issaquah feels the congestion on
the roads — and not only during rush hours.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately address NO BUILD
alternatives. Commuters from other areas generate much of the traffic congestion in
Issaquah; therefore, a multi-jurisdictional solution is necessary. The Final EIS must
examine ways to re-educate commuters from the south to use SR 18 to I-90 through use
of signage, metering, congestion pricing, lowering the speed limit and adding stops to
Issaquah-Hobart Road.

I would like these concerns to be addressed in the Final EIS.

Thank you for your time.

TP

Christine and Anthony Pydych
395 Mine Hill Road SW
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-427-6560
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August 14, 2000

Robert Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:
Re: Proposed Southeast Issaquah Bypass

The DEIS Summary, pages S-8 & 9, indicates that air quality would not be significantly
impacted therefore mitigation would not be required. This is a transparently flawed
assumption.

Kent Swigard of Puget Sound Air Pollution Control (PSAPC) said in a 1990 Issaquah
Press article ... small areas between mountains such as Issaquah Valley can collect
particularly high levels of ozone, The Draft EIS said that ozone measurements and
projections were not necessary!

As far back as 1984, Wayne Elson of EPA conducted an unofficial “hot spot analysis” at
Front Street & Sunset Way and found that carbon monoxide levels probably exceeded
EPA safe standards even then. According to the Draft EIS, CO levels at that location are
already at level “F” (exceeding safe standards). Combined with new traffic on the S.E.
Bypass, downtown Issaquah will accumulate far more than the current level of CO.

This extreme health risk to all Issaquah residents, particularly those with allergies, our
elderly, and our children, demands mitigation of air quality. The Final EIS must
include accurate air quality data and mitigation.

Phyllis Schaff
375 S.E. Bush Street
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425) 392-1515
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August 14, 2000

Robert Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:
Re: Proposed Southeast Issaquah Bypass

The Draft EIS. p. 4-42

“Flooding has historically occurred in Issaquah Creek and its tributaries, and flooding
problems in the vicinity of downtown Issaquah have been severe in recent years.
Property losses from flooding in the lower Issaquah Creek sub-basin are among the most
extensive in the country. Flooding conditions are projected to worsen as development
continues to occur in the Issaquah Creek watershed.”

Approximately 2 years ago, I had a phone conversation with a gentleman by the name of
Mike Gieason with First Wellington Crown, the developers of Park Pointe. When I
expressed concerns that our currently dry basement would flood after the S.E. Bypass and
Park Pointe dug into the hillside above us, he agreed that this was “probable”. And our
property is not even close to being in the “100-year Flood Plan”! The Draft EIS
confirms, “Flooding conditions are projected to worsen as development continues to
oceur in the Issaquah Creek watershed.”

Our property assessment has increased 144% and our taxes have increased 153% in 4
years for our 95-year old home on S.E. Bush Street. When our basement is flooded, will
our property assessment and taxes DECREASE? I think not!

The Final EIS must give us detailed information about legal responsibility in the event of
further or worsening floods resulting in property damage and loss of property values.
Who will be held liable for our losses — the developers, the city of Issaquah, King

nty, the state of Washingfn?

thony E.Sch
375 S.E. Bush §treet
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425) 392-1515
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COMMENTS OF THE DEIS FOR THE ISSAQUAH BYPASS

1. Water supply—Right now the water table is high enough to keep the forest green and
the plants and scrubs in our yard watered. We have an adequate supply of drinking
water. Will this change when the wetlands are destroyed?

2. When the land is cleared for Park Pointe, the new housing development that will go
in after the bypass, we will get flooded with the run off from the north as well as from
Issaquah Creek on the south,

3. Noise and pollution—Pollution hangs in the Issaquah Valley now. More traffic while
- in gridlock waiting to go on Hobart Road will make the pollution worse. Noise will
increase. Hobart Road is only two lanes and there ase isn’t plans to make it wider.

4. Salmon --- There is a creek south and north of us where the salmon come to spawn.
The DEIS doesn’t address this problem.

We feel the bypass would create more problems than it would solve.

Thank you for listening,

Fred and Jean Nye
620 SE Kramer Place
Issaquah, Wa 98027
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Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office

P.O. Box 47331

Olympia, WA 98504

August 1, 2000
Dear Mr. Alb:

I am writing in response to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass draft EIS. I would like to know how
this proposed road was determined to have independent utility.

Without the Sunset Interchange, which was presented as a separate project, The SE bypass would
not have independent utility. Under current conditions the traffic could only go East onto 1-90 _ _
from the bypass which would not serve to reduce congestion for westbound vehicles. Also,
eastbound traffic on I-90 could not exit to the bypass under present conditions.

On page 2-2 of the draft EIS, it states:

Should the South SPAR and Sunset Interchange project not be constructed, the Sunset
Interchange would be improved to include an eastbound off ramp from 1-90 and a westbound
on ramp to 1-90 as part of the bypass project.

Adding eastbound and westbound lanes to I-90 i s rebuilding the interchange. This makes the
bypass NOT an independent utility, but dependent on the reconstruction of the interchange. The
collective impacts of both of these projects will cause significant environmental degradation and,
therefore, should not have been segmented. (WAC 197-11-060)

Furthermore, the segmenting of the North Spar, the South Spar, the Interchange and the SE
Bypass has caused mass misunderstanding. Many citizens are unclear about what has been
approved and what still awaits approval.

Could you please explain how the SE Issaquah bypass received documentation for independent
utility?

Sincerely,
Sotsera i

FindaN.Souma B [
975 Greenwood Blvd. SW
Issaquah, WA 98027

cc: Robert Brock
Don Peterson
Ron Paananen
Ava Frisinger
Fred Kempe
Fred Butler
Bill Conley
Scott Greenberg
Russell Joe
David Kappler
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August 7, 2000

Bob Brock, Director of Public Works
P.O. Box 1307 :
Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Bob Brock,

I am including a list of comments about the DEIS for the Issaquah Bypass. 1 feel that these points
that need clarification or further research. Please submit this list so that these issues may be
addressed in the final draft of the EIS.

1)Page S-3, “The traffic forecasting model for the proposed project....includes an
assumption that an extensive and consistent array of transportation demand management
strategies are incorporated into the project alternatives.”

comments: The only part of TDM that the city uses is commute trip reduction a very
specific, legally required action for employers over 100 people. There has not been, nor is there a
current plan in place, nor a draft of a future plan, to uphold this underlying assumption.

2)Page 4-125, “The proposed project is not expected to contribute to local growth in
population”

comments: This roadway provides access to land zoned single-family housing and then
providing, if you are to believe this report, traffic concurrency. These lots, unaddressed for the
most part, built out, would certainly increase the population.

3)Traffic Study of Issaquah-Hobart south as it affects both Front Street and Bypass.

comments: The study did not address traffic any further south than the Bypass. We
know that back-ups come from too many cars on Iss-Hob. Why is this not in the study of traffic
flow? If these numbers were included would the Bypass still get a “C” rating?

4)Page4-129, “Noise could disturb some trail users in the West Tiger Mountain/Tradition
Platean NRCA. This impact is expected to limited, however, as noise would diminish as trail
users move away from the new road.”

comments: There were no sound tests done to identify noise impacts on either Tiger
Mountain or the Tradition Plateau. As both of these are indicated as “Treasures” in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan this is a serious oversight.

5)Noise; There were no sound studies done on either Squak Mountain or Issaquah
Highlands.

comments: The road noise on Squak Mountain is dramatically affected by levels of traffic
in the city and on I-90. How much more noise would this add? Would it add noise the Issaquah
Highlands?

6)Pages4-146-160. Photos provided inadequate.

comments: Where is the conceptual photograph and corresponding visual grading of the
view from the plateau? From the air? From Poo Poo Point? From I-90 going E. Why were all
of the views chosen, low value? You must look at the change in vistas from the spots of our
town Treasures, how else can you judge the impact of the view to those places that the city has
defined as MOST important in the comprehensive plan?

7)Page4-133-138, Economic Elements.

comments: There are many economic elements left totally unadressed. How is this
project being paid for? What is the potential impact for home owner’s taxes? Are there bond
issues proposed? What is the city required to do for the developers to get the millions of dollars
toward this project. What is the potential for damages if mitigation fails as it impacts the
endangered species act? How much money is being spent on mitigation as compared to actual
road construction? How much is it going to cost the city to service this road and corresponding
new development?

8)Floodplain, Water quality, Wetlands, Vegetation and Wildlife, Fisheries, Hdydrologic
and Geology and Soils

comments: The costs and impacts of maintaining this road have not been addressed. As
one specific example, the raised section of the Bypass will freeze first. Is sanding the method of
choice on a road going over a Class 1 wetland? What happens to the sand? In case of flooding
around the bypass what is the plan? Sandbags? Traffic Barriers. We must look at this road as a
road that the city will be maintaining for many years. How do you maintain a road in the
sensitive, endangered species area?

9)History of negotiations with permitting agencies

comments: The names of the 3 agencies that initially rejected the plan should be
published in this document along with their reasons for rejecting the proposal. Then the specific
changes made to the plan to change the minds of these agencies. These people are experts in the
field, I would like to hear their opinions.

10)Park Point Development

comments: Park Point Development currently has no concurrency certificate, nor would
it pass concurrency standards if the Bypass is not built. It is not true to say that Park Point is on
line and would only be built out further with the Bypass.

Sincerely,

P

/=

Connie Marsh

1175 NW Gilman Blvd #B6
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425)392-4908
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-%OMMENTS FOR THE EIS

: SOUTHEAST BYPAS

F~4-00 . s
A SOUTHEAST BYPASS THAT ISN'T!
SOMETIMES, WHEN YOU SEEM TO WIN, YOU ACTUALLY‘LOSE! MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL, AFTER YOU GET YOUR NEW ARTERIAL, YOU

WILL STILL HAVE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS YOU NOW HAVE BECAUSE TRAFFIC

ISSAQUAH'S MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL PLEASE CONSIDER THE BYPASS WILL DOUBLE. CHECK BLACK DIAMOND, KENT, MAPLE VALLEY, -COVINGTON,
IN THE SIMPLE TERMS PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 6TH ROUND TABLE AND . AND AUBURN. SEE JUST HOW MANY NEW HOMES .CONDOS AND NEW PEOPLE
AUGUST 1ST MEETINGS. "WILL RAIN ON YOUR PARADE,
FIRST, THE PROBLEM TOO MUCH TRAFFIC ON FRONT STREET MORNINGS HERE'S WHAT YOU SHOULD DO INSTEAD OF THE BYPASS:

AND AFTERNOQONS.

PRO BYPASS: . 1. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE (NOT ALL, LIVE HERE) .
s 2. DOWNTOWN BUSINESSES THINKING THIS WILL SOLVE
THEIR PARKING/CUSTOMER PROBLEMS.
3. THE POLITICIANS AND ENGINEERING STAFF, THINK THIS

IS THE SOLUTION TO THE CITY'S TRAFFIC PROBLEMS. YOU MAY
BIG TIME AND FOR A LONG TIME.

AGAINST THE BYPASS: THE MAJORITY OF THE POPULATION!
REASONS: 1. MORE TRAFFIC, WATER, AIR AND NOISE POLLUTION.
2. DAMAGE TO THE AESTHETICS OF THE AREA BUT MOST

OF ALL, IT WON'T SOLVE THE PROBLEM.

PEOPLE CLEARLY SEE THIS AS AN ARTERIAL, NOT A FREEWAY BYPASS.
THREE TRAFFIC LIGHTS BACK UP TRAFFIC.. AS IT IS NOW, THERE WILL
BE A TOTAL OF SIX LIGHTS FROM HIWAY 18 TO I-90. -THAT'S NO
BYPASS, THAT IS JUST ANOTHER ARTERIAL.

ANOTHER SMALL ITEM TO BE CONSIDERED IS THE COST.
NEVER MIND THE TAXPAYERS BUT WHERE ARE THE FUNDS FOR THE OVERRUN
AND EXCESS COSTS?

SINCE MOST OF THE TRAFFIC COMES FROM OTHER SOUTHERN URBAN AND
RURAL AREAS, THIS IS A REGIONAL PROBLEM. THE STATE AND COUNTY
SHOULD BE PLANNING AND MANAGING A REAL BYPASS. HIWAY 18 SHOULD
ALREADY BE A FOUR LANE HIWAY; A REAL BYPASS.

IT IS TWENTY-TWO MINUTES FASTER TO REACH ISSAQUAH/I-90 VIA THE
HIWAY 18 SUMMIT. THE SEVEN EXTRA MILES IS DONE AT A 20 MILES
PER GALLON HIGHWAY MILEAGE, AS OPPOSED TO 10 TO 15 MILES PER
GALLON ON STOP AND GO THROUGH ISSAQUAH'S STOPLIGHTS AND 22
MINUTES FASTER. SELL THAT TO THE PEOPLE €OUTH OF HERE!

YOU ALL KNOW ABOUT THE EXCESS NOISE LEVEL THAT WILL BE
DETRIMENTAL TO OUR CHILDREN AT THE HIGH SCHOOL AND CLARK
ELEMENTARY.

ONE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS THAT CANNOT BE IGNORED IS THE
ASSAULT TO THE WATER AQUAFIR OF TIGER MOUNTAIN. THE FIBER

OPTIC CREW TRIED TO GET THEIR PRODUCT INTO THE HILLSIDE BEFORE
THE SUNSET INTERCHANGE MESSED THINGS UP. ALL THEY GOT WAS WATER,
AS THEY PUNCHED A HOLE INTO THE MOUNTAIN AQUAFIR. JUST WAIT
UNTIL THE HILLSIDE IS SLICED FOR THE BYPASS AND THAT IS BEFORE
THEY GET TO THE WETLANDS WHERE THE BEAR AND DEER PLAY.

YOU SHOULD TEAM UP WITH THE COUNTY, THE STATE AND
TRANSIT AND DEMAND ACTION ON THEIR ROADS AND BUS SERVICE.
HIWAY 18 SHOULD BE FOUR LANES AS ALSO, ‘SR 900.

START LOOKING FOR 2010 SOLUTIONS INSTEAD OF WAITING
UNTIL 2030 TO BEGIN LOOKING B

WIN YOUR BYPASS PROJECT BUT THE CITY WILL BE THE LOOSER

INAGmD T B oL F

" 'SINCERELY,

lorr g e

M/ \SAMES A. STORMO
9227 240TH AVE. S.E.
ISSAQUAH, WASH.
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2000 9:27 AM

To: Pam Fox

Subject: FW: Comments for Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS

~=-~=--Original Message--
From: Ronald Timm [mailto:rontimm@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2000 3:27 PM

To: bobb@ci.issaquah.wa.us

Subject: Comments for Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS

Comment 1: Several suitable alternatives have not been considered, these
include metering of rush hour traffic on Issaquah-Hobart Hwy. at Hwy 18
(until Hwy. 18 improvements are complete), tunneling the City's
preferred corridor to go beneath the GW wetland, and crossing the Latter
Day Saint's property as part of the Cty's preferred corridor. For
instance, crossing the LDS church property would reduce the number of
residences that need to be relocated and reduce the amount of remaining
wetland area to be impacted. Since the church is likely in the original
wetland area, it would also provide the City the opportunity to increase
the wetland size.

Comment 2: No historical information or baseline data was provided for
the GW wetland. Identifying a few seeps (which arn't on the maps) and
the existing outflows did not provide evidence that the GW wetland can
tolerate any further development. A water budget needs to be
determined, along with a comprehensive study of the GW wetland. It must
be provided before mitigation measures can be determined to be
adequate. For instance detention/infiltration ponds in buffers are no
guarantee that water will go where it is needed to sustain the wetland
hydrology. The wetland has already been pieced apart by development,
thus the City should be planning to revive this area to its previous
condition. However, the City has not indicated they know what the GW
wetland looked like when it was a natural working ecological system. A
1:1 mitigation effort is a joke and takes the focus away from reviving
this wetland to a native condition. A good example of how the City has
neglected to understand the wetland ecosystem is the description in the
DEIS regarding the culvert that was installed in 1999 within the wetland
buffer area (illegally?) to alleviate flooding of adajent residential
property.

Comment 3: The DEIS acknowledges that the Wellington Park Point
Development is dependant upon the Bypass being constructed in the City's
preferred corridor. However, their is no discussion how that
development ties into this construction project, such as what will happn
with Park Point stormwater runoff, how infiltration rates to the
wetlands will be impacted by the development, or where the main traffic
impact areas will be. Furthermore, if this is supposed to be a
"bypass", then why is this destined to be a major City arterial
throughway when the development is complete on both sides?

Comment 4: Since the City acknowledges that the traffic problem extends
beyond the City's limit, a description needs to included of the likely
solutions to negative impacts to residencts along the Issaquah-Hobart,
to Hwy 18. The traffic volume will increase when the 'short-cutting'
opportunity is provided. What will the City or other local governments
do to mitigate the damages to those residences. For instances, current
"pass through” traffic on Issaquah-Hobart increases in the winter
because of the increased difficulties of driving over Tiger Mountain
Pass, making ingress/egress from Mirromont or Tiger Mountain Road a

1

problem (even a hazard). How will traffic in those areas be mitigated?
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Bob Brock 08/01/00
Public Works Director

City of Issaquah

1775 12 Ave NW

Issaquah, WA 98027

Subject: SE Bypass Proposal Feedback
Dear Mr. Brock:

The problem of traffic congestion on Front Street is regional in nature; but the
"solutions" proposed by the SE Bypass alternatives are local in scope, and
therefore cannot fix the problem, they will only delay the recognition of the need
for a regional solution. "Alternatives” that have been examined to-date have not
been designed to solve the regional problem. The City of Issaquah would be much
better served by participating in the design of a regional solution.

A brief review of the alternatives analyses performed in the last 10 years or so
reveals an obvious bias to be local:

1) Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1989
- Focused on 5 interchanges on 190
- Examined ways of "serving the transportation needs of Issaquah”
- Concluded that "improvements" and bypasses were called for

2) Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1997

- Again accepted the Issaquah-only constraint, examined 9 corridors

- Project Goal #2 even went so far as to state: "[provide] a bypass of
the City of Issaquah central business district".

- Eliminated 8 of the 9 corridors with "identifiable flaws"

- No larger scope alternatives were apparently considered other
than adding a Park-and-Ride or an HOV lane

- Concluded that the corridor essentially within the City limits
warranted additional study

3) Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1998
- Acknowledges that "The accommodation of regional travel demand
has overwhelmed the existing transportation systems ability . . "
- Goes on to analyze a range of "solutions" again limited to Issaquah

The recurring theme is one of posing small questions and getting small answers. I
see no evidence of thinking outside the bounds of this small community other than
nods to Park-and-Ride implementation.

A regional traffic solution must greatly reduce the motivation for individual car
trips. Whether this takes the form of rail or whatever, I don't know. I do know that
the time, energy and dollars spent fine-tuning a small solution would be far better
spent in analyzing and solving the larger, regional problem.

At present, we have posed the wrong question; we will get the wrong answer.

i W

103" St.

/ Issaquah, WA 98027
Cec:

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmentat] Affairs Office

PO Box 47331

Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson

Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capitoh Way, Ste 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen

King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Draft Supplemental EIS

Comment Letters page 92



Robert Brock, Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

1775 12" Avenue NE

Issaquah, WA 98027

Mr. Brock,

The Southeast Bypass EIS addresses many of the concerns 1 have as a
citizen involved with groundwater issues. The general issues of groundwater quantity and
quality and specifics of chronic pollutant loading and hazardous material spills within the
parameters of the current requirements are discussed adequately. This is what is required
but not necessarily what is warranted from a jurisdiction which claims to have the best
interest of it’s citizens at the forefront.

The proposed SE bypass overlays the immediate Wellhead Protection area
for at least one of the City’s major production wells and the coordinated Wellhead
Protection Area for Issaquah Creek Valley Aquifer. It also overlaps critical aquifer
recharge areas and areas of moderate to high potential for contamination. This site also
lies within the Aquifer Protection Area that would have been given additional federal
protection if the City had not used creative procrastination to postpone applying for the
Federal Sole Source Aquifer Designation they recommended in the Issaquah Creek Valley
Ground Water Management Plan several years ago.

The draft addresses issues of pollution control with runoff and construction
but does not adequately address ongoing maintenance and safeguards for accidental spills.
The Essaquah Creek Valley Ground Water Management Plan identified hazardous
material spills on the highway as the primary threat to the Valley Aquifer. Issaquah and
the Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer are well aware of the financial requirements for
cleaning a leaking gasoline tank above the aquifer having experienced this crisis only a few
years ago. This bypass will add additional threats to a fragile resource. 1t can be done
minimizing risks if the City is willing to demand high standards and invest in the constant
vigilance needed to protect the aquifer.

The Issaquah Creek Valley Aquifer is a precious and irreplaceable drinking
water resource and a complicated hydrologic system. Recent geologic monitoring, study
and theorizing have established the approximate boundaries for critical areas protected by
established environmental regulations. Our aquifer is a natural system that has been
evolving over the last 10 to 15 thousand years and will continue to evolve in response to
insults and natural impacts and these boundaries are evolving as well.. The citizens of

Issaquah expect that you will protect this water resource regardless of its boundaries and
the presence or absence of regulations.

I realize traffic is now a major concern for our area and it is understandable
that the City would like to respond to its citizen’s priorities promptly and frugally. You
are charged, however, to do more. The residents of this region expect you to make the
hard decisions and to require whatever it takes to safeguard our resources, to prioritize for
yourself and for the citizens of Issaquah what is in the public’s best interest. You are
expected to anticipate potential threats to our water resourse and to address them
adequately.

Sincerely,

Denise D Smith

ga5 - 39227537
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“August 14, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
City of Issaquah
P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office
P.0. Box 47331
Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson
Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen
King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Loree Randall, Project Manager
Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Brock, Mr. Alb, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Paananen, and Ms. Randall:

Developers and Urban Interests have maneuvered Issaquah into providing facilities for pass-
thropgh traffic under the guise of relieving gridlock on historic Front Street. However, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the SE Issaquah Bypass states repeatedly, it is for present
and future development, both north and south of the City. Surveys show that the majority of
these commuters neither work, shop nor recreate here. They are only passing through.

More accurately, the title for this project should be SE Issaquah Pass-Through, and not Bypass!
The dr.aﬁ document omits the fact that this road would accommodate commercial traffic
including fleets of King County garbage truck on their way to and from the Cedar Hills landfill.
These vehicles are presently prohibited from Issaquah streets.

Tl_lis traffic proble_m is regional, not local, and existing solutions should be coordinated with
King COl.mty and implemented before building another road. This project is especially costly,
not only in dollars, but in irreplaceable environment and quality of life issues.

Most important is ﬁxnher los§ of recharge areas for Issaquah’s dwindling water supply systems
and Lake Sammamish. The impacts on Issaquah Creek and its endangered salmon, particularly
!he northern an{l southern parts of this project, are not adequately addressed as well as the
increased flooding issues.

< Existing alternatives, according to GMA, SEPA, and federal regulations, should be not only
explored but implemented before—not after—proceeding with such projects. These alternatives
are:

1. Utilizing 2" Ave SE as an existing bypass for Front St. Instead of building a new arterial
east of the schools, why not use the existing, essentially 4-lane road west of the schools?
Presently the City is providing the schools with free parking on its streets so the youth can
drive their cars to school. The wave of not and the future must be carpooling and busing.
Second Ave. is practically empty when school is not in session. Get the children turned onto
using school buses and carpools.

Other alternatives must be worked out in cooperation with King County.

2 Park & Ride lots and bus service to growth areas south of the City are needed to transport
commuters through the narrow Issaquah Valley.

3. Highways SR18 and SR900 and May Valley Road need to be widened and engineered to
safely accommodate more traffic. These roads are presently in need of completion and
further work to handle growth. This should be done first, before building more roads.

The SE Issaquah Bypass proposal is presented as a project separate from the Sunset Interchange.
However an agreement signed by the King County Executive, Issaquah Mayor, and Port Blakely
Enterprises a decade ago stipulates that Grand Ridge Developments, the North and South
SPARs, the Sunset Interchange and the SE Issaquah Bypass were all one coordinated project.
The City agreed to serve as lead agency for both the Interchange and the Bypass. Since then, the
Grand Ridge Development (now called Issaquah Highlands), the North SPAR, the South SPAR,
and Sunset Interchange have all been approved separately. Now the Draft EIS is before us
describing a separate project.

This is called “segmenting, ” or phased review, and is not appropriate when, according to WAC
Title 197-11-060 (S)(d)—

(if) “It would merely divide a larger system into exempted fragments or avoid discussion
of cumulative impacts; or

(iii) “It would segment and avoid present consideration of proposals and their impacts
that are required to be evaluated in a single environmental document under WAC 197-11-
060(3)(b) or 197-11-305(1).”

These concerns and comments must be addressed in the Final EIS for the SE Issaquah Bypass.
Sincerely,
Ruth A. Kees

9506 240™ Ave. SE
Issaquah, WA 98027-4714
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August 15, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
Clty of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

Please consider the following letter as comments on the Draft EIS for the SE Issaquah Bypass which wouid require &
response in the Final EIS.

Dr. Janet Bany, Superintendent
Doug Snyder, Assistant Superintendent, Operations
Jan Woldseth, Board of Directors
Connie Fletcher, Board of Directors
Leslie Austin, Board of Directors
Mary Scott, Board of Directors
de Michele, Board of Di

Dear Dr. Barry, Mr. Snyder, and Board Members:

After reading the Draft E tal Impact St for the SE Bypass in h, | have 1} that | do
not feel were appropriately addressed.

Table 4-6 | happened to-_. “M * a 10dBA increase in noise is actually double the amount of noise, however this is no
dedge to most d readers. | req that you add a table that shows the actual noise change as a
or d of the current noise levels. This way, citizens can get a more accurate picture of the
nolse nmpacl of the proposed bypass.

Table 4-6
Not enough information was given on the |npuls,y4ere used to create the estimated traffic noise levels for the year 2015.
e Other than the developments listed in the “Southeast ByPass EIS Final Transportation Technical Report’, was
growth in the county taken into consideration?
+ Did it take into consideration increased heavy truck use from, especially from King County garbage trucks that will
make this their new route to the dump?
« Did the modeling for 2015 take into consideration the proliferation of cars equipped with large stereo s whose
bass can be heard for a considerable distance? The intense use of large bass speakers has been a recent
development and could have a iderable impact on expected noise i

Page 4-11
The DEIS states:

“The FHWA noise abatement criteria are noise guidelines that specify exterior Leq(h) noise levels for
vanous land activity categories. For receptors where serenity and quist are of extraordinary

the noise criterion is 57 dBA. For residences, parks, schools, churches, and similar areas,
the noise criterion is 67 dBA. For other developed lands, the noise criterion is 72 dBA.”

Looking at table 4-6 shows that most of the receptors on all of the altemati h or d these guidelines. And
of the 6 altematives only two provide any partial noise abatement remedies. SInce little if any noise abatement is being
planned, how can the bypass be built when noise levels are surpassing FHWA standards? The Draft EIS does not clarify
this discrepancy.

Page 4-9

The DEIS gives a ption of noise, h , the effect: on increasing the amount of noise on both physical and
mental health was not discussed. Also the effects of increased noise on students was not discussed (concentration, test

scores etc.), and the effect of increased road noise on wildlife was not discussed. Please give a thorough explanation of
each of these topics, focusing on what effect the noise will have when it doubles or quadruples from current levels.

Table 4-6

it appears that the County has been excluded from this Draft EIS. This Is not just an Issaquah problem; you must also
study the impact on the county as well. For example, | would very much like to see what noise impact the bypass will
have on the nearby county residences, and what steps will be taken for noise abatement where the dBA meets or
exceeds the FHWA guidelines.

Figure 4-2

Why were only 9 of the 16 noise receptor locations actually measured to obtain current noise levels? (the rest were
“modeted”)

DEIS Page $-13

States that mitigation measures (same on alternatives 1-6): Stormwater treatment facilities would be provided consistent
with local regulations. The use of pesticides and fertilizers in landscape maintenance would be minimized. Oilwater
Sseparafors would be provided in catch basins to facilitate spill containment and cleanup. Waming signs could be posted
for trucks and other vehicles to avoid tipping on curves and accidental spills.

1 would like the EIS to describe what would happen if a full gas tanker truck over-turned and spilled it's contents on the
bypass. What would be the damage from such a spill? Would it be catastrophic to our drinking water?

In closing, | have serious concems about the bypass and its long-term effects on our community. | think Issaquah has
been led to believe that the bypass is a “silver bullet” that will solve our traffic problems, when in reality the DEIS shows
that in just five years traffic on Front Street will have retumed to cumrent (y2000) levels. There are numerous studies
(including from the EPA) demonstrating that by-and-large communities cannot build roads to solve traffic problems -
buliding roads just increases traffic. | feel that Issaquah needs to work with the county to find a regional solution to this
problem. Issaquah must be progressive and find innovative solutions. | would also urge you to involve the
community (including your county neighbors) in this process. We are concemed, and we are eager to help find real
solutions to our traffic problems.

Thank you taking the time to read this letter.

Teny al Jeske
10011 235'" Way SE
Issaquah WA, 98027
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August 15, 2000

Robert Brock

Public Works Director

City of Issaquah

Public Works Department
1775 12th Avenue NE
Issaquah, Washington 98027

Re:  Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Brock:

We represent Wellington Parkpointe LLC (“Wellington™) and are writing to
provide comments on the draft environmental impact statement (“DEIS™)
issued in June 2000 for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass (“Bypass”) project.
Wellington is the owner and developer of a proposed urban village project in
the City of Issaquah, known as “Parkpointe.”

Our comments are as follows:

1. oint ject. The preferred alternative for the Parkpointe project
now includes 640 residential units (of which approximately 130 are anticipated
1o be assisted living units), approximately 164,000 square feet of professional
and administrative office, and approximately 6,000 square feet of
commercialretail. The assumptions used in the DEIS (for example, on pages
41 and 43 of the “Supplemental Transportation Technical Memorandum
(March 2000)” included in Appendix D) should be updated to reflect this
development program. Itis still anticipated that Parkpointe will be fully built
out by year 2005.

2. Access Locations. The preferred alternative for Parkpointe includes
two access locations on the Bypass, as shown on the attached exhibit. The
north access location is located further north from that shown in the DEIS, and
a second access location is proposed to be located further to the south. We
understand that the location and potential operating restrictions on this
southem access will be the subject of review in the Parkpointe environmental

G:\FWMWLDOC

Robert Brock
August 15, 2000
Page 2

impact statement. The DEIS, however, should refl i
) ect th i
mﬁmmﬂﬂcmhuﬁmoﬂa:mﬂhm@e&mﬁmwms

In addition, the DEIS (in the Supplemental Transportati i
0 . on
mvestusated page 114) mdlca_ms that a “number of localTwcessm?pﬁons were
Pl . tgli:ve the Parkpointe proposed development, the Issaquah
app‘amnmﬂm? and the Sc_i!:ool Dlmw It appears that local access options
ppace rf:i]:mad oomea:ontugusﬁng Evaris Street, and one using the
wagomo _;ndc. 'I‘thect_lmnannorandumindimesmatboﬂismh
womn optnm:r wm'ddelmmad to be “viable” and that the Bypass
sltu-na_ v Thewmdﬁnn] Eelnsmngcnmuyﬂ:e same with or without the local access
bemt i he find should indicated where these local access points would
o omud‘ e ypass, and how they would provide service to adjoining
woerships. It is possible,‘ﬁar example, that the proposed Evans Street
mdmmeould could b;::lomdmawd with the relocated
nd cou provide access to both the Sportsmen’s Club and the School
3. Sportsmen’s Club. The DEIS evaluates the
mmo&em;smmﬁz‘g Club, but fails to evaluate the impacts that will
oot to & yrp%e its proximity to the Club and the shooting activities
thato mm FEIS should review the potential safety impacts
sociated the proximity of the Bypass and the Sportsmen’s Club.

4. i
mot%eﬂ?ﬁ‘ '{‘hsDEISmdndc‘sawoﬁmdde]inmﬁonﬁn&nmthm%
s of the uiq:mnnepmpu?y. This delineation is inconsistent with previous
pmddmaﬂu itpw 'ﬁm‘:jy Wellington for the Parkpointe property, and in
Theexpaﬁdmmdafmminﬂ::;”u:::m i Sho;muwmm
nnpa;ﬂ:dbyﬂmﬁypass Wcmmmmeﬁngmh
ﬁww_mmmﬁﬁmﬁmmpmﬁmofﬁsmmﬁr '
“wﬂm&mhndo cs, and Wellington believes that certain of the areas shown
Pt dands d not properly qualify under the applicable wetland criteria. The
s o ﬁmtethqwﬁlandbounduiessbownintb:l)ﬂ&m *
mmm;.mugcmmedwﬁddvaiﬂuﬁmmwulyinmdmm
impacted under any of the Bypass alternatives,
5. Stormwyater. The FEIS should locati :
more clearly indicay i
z.t:’n;tﬂe of treatment for the stormwater from the gypass, ut:dt?:img Io:t:;d
area required for proposed stormwater facilities.

6. . W L. .
y The DEIS includ showi
the proposed locations of right-of-wa; isition for th spre_adsheetw "
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Robert Brock
August 15, 2000
Page 3

opportunity to review the survey or other data on which the right-of-way
acquisition assumptions (by parcel) are based, so that it can determine likely
effects on such taking on the Parkpointe property. Wellington reserves the
right to provide further comments on this issue.

‘We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments on the DEIS.
Vi

W (hion.
John C. lough

22

JCM:ame

¢c:  Wellington Parkpointe LLC
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August 14, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
City of Issaquah
P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Environmental Affairs Office
P.O. Box 47331
Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson
Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen
King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Loree Randall, Project Manager
Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Brock, Mr. Alb, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Paananen, and Ms. Randall:

| would like to thank you for the opportunity and submit my comments written below and in the
two attached letters to be addressed by the Final EIS for the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass.

RE: DISPLACEMENT & RELOCATION

« The DEIS (page 4-136-138) states that no residences would be displaced with Alternatives
2, 4, 6 and that up to 6 single family homes would be displaced along 6% Ave SE and SE
Lewis Ln. However, south of the City limits, the proposed project would take at least one
house on 238™ Way SE and property from two other residents. By culverting and relocating
Tributary 0199, the property of the Christian Science Church would also be affected.

The FEIS must document the impacts to homes and property south of the City limits as
well as the financial impact of these impacts to the total project budget.

RE: AIR POLLUTION

* Wayne Elson of EPA conducted an unofficial “hot spot analysis” at Front St & Sunset Way in
1984 and found even then that “carbon monoxide levels at the intersection probably exceed
EPA safe standards during peak traffic levels. According to the Draft EIS, CO levels at that
location are currently at a level F (exceeding safe standards). CO from Front St. traffic
combined with a new source of CO on the SE Bypass would cause downtown Issaquah &
south to Issaquah-Hobart Rd. to accumulate aimost double the current level of CO. This is
a health risk to residents, our children in nearby schools, and shoppers.

e Kent Swigard of Puget Sound Air Pollution Control (PSAPC) said in an Issaquah Press
article, 5/23/90, “...small areas between mountains such as Issaquah Valley can collect
particularly high levels of ozone...” The Draft EIS said that ozone measurements &
projections were not necessary.

e The SE Bypass is purported to improve air quality & fuel conservation in Issaquah by
leading to fewer cars backed up on Front St. Traffic volume data is outdated (1994& 1996).
Look at new traffic potential for the downtown issaquah area:

1. 3950 residences in Highlands,

2. 565 residences in Park Pointe,

3. PLUS the traffic to & from several million square feet of commercial & retail in those
developments,

4. PLUS other developments aiready under construction, all producing an average 10
auto trips/day,

5. PLUS increased commuter traffic using Issaquah-Hobart Rd. to get to [-90 &
Redmond,

Instead, the SE Bypass would create a “toxic tunnel” over the entire eastem portion of town.

» Patrick Mazza, Climate Solutions writer/researcher & Eben Fodor, author, write (New
Society, 1999):

“The National Vehicle & Fuel Emissions Laboratory reports that even with today’s
poliution control equipment, the average passenger car annually pumps 557 pounds of
carbon monoxide, 75 pounds of volatile organic compounds & 39 pounds of nitrogen oxide
into the atmosphere....Around 60% of Puget Sound air pollution comes out of a car or truck
tailpipe.

“More people driving more cars is driving the Puget Sound region out of compliance with
tightening federal clean air rules that cap lung-searing, ground-level ozone. That threatens
the region with costly new restrictions on business, drivers, even lawn mowing. Atlanta,
already over the line, has temporarily lost federal funding for 60 highway projects.”

“By making people drive longer distances, sprawl is endangering everybody’s heaith.
Children are especially vulnerable. Their hospitalization for asthma leapt 34% in the region
since the late 1980s, to 470 per 100,000 children. At least part of the rise is due to ozone.”

The FEIS must show how these assertions are not be true and that carbon monoxide and
ozone controls would not be necessary for the proposed SE Bypass.

RE: RECREATION, AESTHETICS, & NATURAL AREAS

o As stated at the June 6, 2000 Roundtable Meeting, Department of Natural Resources
opposes ANY taking of their land.

The FEIS must show how DNR property would be enhanced by the proposed SE Bypass.

« The DEIS speaks of Insufficient Issaquah Area Multi-Modal Transportation Opportunities
(page 1-5). ..."The designs of Southeast Issaquah Bypass altematives include components
to support non-motorized modes of transportation, including connections to existing trails
that are consistent with the community’s plans to enhance multi-modal transportation
opportunities....If connected to the South SPAR/ Sunset Interchange, the Southeast
Issaquah Bypass would create opportunities for new facilities to help provide links to
complete a comprehensive trail system that would allow pedestrians and cyclists to move
easily between regions of the Greater issaquah Area.” This discussion refers to recreation-
only trail connections. These “opportunities” to “enhance” multi-modal transportation are
misleading at best. There are no possibilities to encourage fewer car trips within the
proposed designs.
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+ Bike lanes & sidewalks would be included only at the north end of the proposed Bypass.
This would only further discourage altemative modes of transportation. For sure the
proposed 565 residences in Park Pointe would have no altemative but to drive out of their
development, slowing Bypass traffic & adding to downtown congestion. According to the
City's Master Transportation Plan, new projects should encourage altemative users.

The FEIS must detail the number of car trips eliminated by the construction of the
proposed SE Bypass.

« The DEIS speaks only briefly of providing new trail connections. (Pages 4-113 to 4-115) it
does not address whether there would be temporary access during construction, how new
connections would be sited, iffhow trail users wouid be involved in their design.

The FEIS must show new trail connections at least as convenient as they currently are
regarding location and parking as well as how access would be obtained during
construction.

+ The newly discussed, raised viaduct at the north end of the project, along with concrete
containment walls, would be an eyesore to residents traveling or looking to the east of town.

e With DOT funding withdrawn for naturally landscaping water detention ponds, these would
become holes-in-the-ground with chain link fences & weeds surrounding them.

The FEIS must show vertical profiling for the proposed SE Bypass. It must detail how
several of Issaquah’s Treasures, #4 Issaquah Alps Trails, #8 the view of Tiger Mountain

and the green hills going east on I-90, #17 Lake Tradition and Tradition Plateau, #23 Wild
places for indigenous wildlife would be maintained through construction and operation
of the proposed SE Bypass.

« The DEIS makes no mention of wildlife corridors. The abundance of wildiife on Tiger Mt.—
bears, cougar, deer, small mammals who tend to regularly visit their neighbors in the City--
would be cut off from natural habitat & displaced.

The FEIS must address of allowing and enhancing mo t from the City
across or under the roadway to Tiger Mt. for wildlife.

RE: SALMON

e Patrick Mazza, Climate Solutions writer/researcher & Eben Fodor, author, write:
“Climate change, to which sprawi-driven auto pollution is one of the greatest single
contributors, stands to further intensify the impact of sprawl on water flows, and to hit
salmon in the ocean and their birth streams. it could be the straw that broke the salmon’s
back.”

“...a natural forest shapes the flow of water through it. Entering from the sky as rainfall,
much moisture is caught in trees & duff, the layer of debris covering the forest floor. The
process of evapotranspiration returhs aimost half the moisture directly to the sky. Water that
does make it to streams generally runs beneath the surface, and can take weeks or months
to get there.”

“For salmon down in the streams, that steady subsurface supply is ideal. It keeps
waterways from drying up & limits flood surges that scour gravels where they deposit their
eggs. It carries littie of the sediment that can clog those gravels & make successful
reproduction impossible. The forest also shades waters from salmon-killing heat, & provides
a steady supply of dead branches & logs, building materials for pools where many salmon,
notably coho, take shelter.”

With increased impervious surfaces from building & road projects, “Trees & duff are no
longer present to sponge up rainfall.”

“Water that might have gracefully seeped to streams over months instead arrives in
hours. Two to five times more water rolls off during peak rainfall runoffs. Flow magnitudes
generally run five to 10 times longer. Flows powerful enough to carry sediment & disturb
habitat come 10 times more frequently....”

“...And there’s a double whammy. Since water flows out instead of recharging
groundwater, it is no longer available to fill those larger channels during the summer dry
spell. That sets up salmon-killing conditions. For saimon one year of dry streambed is not a
statistical blip but an extinction threat.”

« The Endangered Species Act's new 4(d) rules, effective January 1, 2001, leaves
communities vulnerable to lawsuits if their actions could be considered threatening to
salmon.

Given the recent publicity regarding Issaquah Creek’s diminished flow patterns
throughout the creek system (Issaquah Press, 8/9/00) and the fact that Issaquah
Creek/Salmon Run is the #1 Issaquah Treasure, the DEIS must document the ability of
the design and build team to have zero impact to the Issaquah Creek System.

RE: FLOODING

« Project planners are using outdated FEMA maps. 100 yr flood plain limits are actually only
25 year flood limits, according to Army Corps of Engineers, 1/30/87, therefore 100 year flood
lines are seriously understated.

The FEIS must show new 25- and 100-year flood limits within the proposed SE Bypass
project area.

« “Through the ‘80s & into the early’90s, ‘We knew there were big time impacts of urbanization
on streams, but thought we could mitigate most of them with proper water storage,” says
hydrological engineer Tom Holz.”

“Wetlands are vitally important for water storage. Removal of wetlands can result in
80% greater fiood peaks. Only 5% wetlands cover in a watershed can cut flood peaks by
50%. So wetlands mitigation is mandated for development. But a 1998 King County study
raises questions about its effectiveness.”

A Department of Development & Environmental Services team looked at 40 mitigation
sites tied to commercial & residential development. Nine had not even been installed, while
two others were too new for evaluation. Of the 29 remaining, 79% did not meet
performance standards. Judged by the criteria of whether they fully replaced the natural
services provided by previous wetlands, all but one, or 97%, failed.”

*...such a record calls into question whether remaining wetlands should be disturbed at
all.”

The FEIS must show how wetlands mitigation would effectively control flooding, both in
the south project area and north along Issaquah Creek.

o Increased flooding at the intersection of the proposed SE Issaquah Bypass with Front St.,
SE 96™ & 238" Way SE due to increased impervious & compacted surfaces would impact
the city budget with buy-outs, flood control & clean up measures, as well as potential
iitigation.

The FEIS must show documentation that flooding at SE 96”, 238" Way SE, Front St. and
6™ Ave would be eliminated.
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RE: WATER

o A Hydrogeological Review of the Issaquah Creek Basin prepared by Washington
Department of Ecology, 5/5/94, concluded that ‘the Issaquah Valley Aquifer System as a
whole responds akin to one large unconfined aquifer.... The hydraulic continuity effect is
100%.”

« The Water Resources Inventory for Area 8: Cedar-Sammamish Watershed also prepared by
WA DOE on 3/15/95 identified that the Issaquah Valley Aquifer consists of three main
aquifer zones in hydraulic continuity with each other & Issaquah Creek. Based on this
information, the Issaquah Creek Valley Ground Water Management Committee and Rivers
& Streams Board recommended in 1996 that Issaquah apply for “Sole Source Aquifer”
status, which would mandate the protection of our aquifer & recharge areas. The City chose
not to apply for “Sole Source” designation because it would mean that partially federally
funded projects (such as a freeway or interchange) must include ground water protection
measures

» The DOE Inventory further stated that “there has been a gradual 3-foot average ground
water decline over the period 1981 through 1994” and that this trend suggests dewatering
due to “increased groundwater withdrawals, loss of infiltration (recharge) due to
urbanization, and decreased precipitation.”

« Data compiled for the 6/21/97 King County Water Supply Workshop indicated that "summer
flows in Issaguah Creek are lower now than they were 20 years ago & continue to decline.”

« Additional evidence shows that ground water levels in the issaquah Valley Aquifer are
declining—ground water is being consumed faster than it is being recharged, due to
urbanization paving over infiltration areas.

« The proposed SE Issaquah Bypass is necessary to provide concurrency for the proposed
Park Pointe development. This development would bring 565 new housing units, with 2 cars
each, as well as office and retail locations generating car trips and paving over significant
parts of the remaining recharge areas.

The FEIS must provide data to back up DEIS assertions that “an increase in groundwater
recharge also would occur in the project area.” The FEIS must show how groundwater
resources could have better than their current recharge val. and that Issaquah Creek
levels would be unaffected. The FEIS must show no impacts to Issaquah’s Treasure #
14, the Issaquah Valley Aquifer.

« With regard to DOE, King County and City of issaquah Shoreline Substantial Development,
Conditional Use & Variance Permits, the DEIS does not describe the nature of variance
required. The area at the south end of the proposed SE Bypass has cumulative impacts to
Issaquah Creek and the Issaquah Valley Aquifer.

o Currently, heavy trucks are prohibited from Front St. to Issaquah-Hobart Rd. The SE
Issaquah Bypass would again allow truck traffic driving south from I-90 to Issaquah-Hobart
Rd. Diesel is more dangerous to groundwater than gasoline because it's heavier and drops
to the ground rather than staying in the air. Trucks are not required to have emission tests.
With the Issaquah Valley's higher than normal rainfall (typically almost double that in
Seattle—57" fyr), diesel combined with gasoline exhaust will have greater impact to streams,
our aquifer, native flora, fauna, and people.

The FEIS must describe the variance(s) required for Shoreline permits. The FEIS must
show how particulate pollution would be eliminated in the project area.

RE: ALTERNATIVES

« The DEIS does not consider SR18 from Issaquah-Hobart Rd. to |-90 as an altemative to the
roposed SE Bypass.

« NO BUILD altematives are considered separately, not in combination, which is how they
could be effective. No one alternative can solve the problem of Issaquah’s traffic

congestion.

The FEIS must show studies or data that support the position that SR18 won't relieve
Issaquah traffic. The FEIS must consider NO BUILD aiternatives as a combination.

MISCELLANEOUS QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS:

« Does the Park Pointe agreement to contribute $2M to the project include land donation or
does it stand alone in addition to the property donated for the part of the proposed SE
Bypass that would cross Park Pointe?

The DEIS must detail the funding that has been allocated to the proposed SE Bypass and
how much would be paid by Issaquah taxpayers in bond or tax increases.

The DEIS must look at Issaquah traffic in the long-term. Instead of trying to get rid of the
traffic, which is impossible, it should try to find ways to make it more merchant- and

resident-friendly and encourage commuters to use alternate routes or modes of
transportation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. | am requesting a formal response to
these and the attached concemns.

Sincerely,

Barbara Shelton

23851 SE 98" PI
Issaquah, WA 98027
Sheltons@wolfenet.com
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'495 SE Sycamore Lane
Issaquah, Washington 98027

August 15, 2000

Mr. Robert Brock

Director of Public Works
City of Issaquah

1775 12* Ave NW

Issaquah, Washington 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:
I wish to comment on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement published June, 2000.
1 believe the analysis fails for the following reasons:

1) It will not solve the problems it seeks to address and will actually worsen conditions.
2) It will cause serious harm to the environment.

The bypass seeks to reduce traffic flows through the City of Issaquah by providing an alternate route. Unfortunately,
that route simply passes the problem to Issaquah-Hobart road and south. For the bypass to work, Issaquah-Hobart road
must be widened to four or more lanes. This is clearly obvious from simple observations of evening traffic flows that
regularly come to a halt or near halt from well north of the proposed intersection of Issaquah-Hobart road. This
problem has been acknowledged by several City of Issaquah council members and officials, notably by Fred Kempe,
City Council President, at a bypass meeting at the Mormon Church. It simply will not work to add additional capacity
to a road system that is already failing. It is my understanding that regulations require for the EIS to encompass the
effect of adding this flow to a road system already in failure mode.

Environmental harm will occur for several reasons. They include automobile emissions, noise, and loss of aquifer
recharge areas. The effect of automobile emission increases requires detailed analyses that take cognizance of the types
of vehicles and the time spent idling. This has not been done and must be done with full account of the effect of a
widened Issaquah-Hobart road south of the City of Issaquah south limit. The noise estimates provided by the
consultants simply make no sense and must be revised in such a way that they take into consideration the increased
traffic flows and change in number and type of trucks (e.g., to Cedar Grove). The damage to the aquifer is simply
unacceptable at a time when the City of Issaquah and King County are failing to control development along the creek
and in sensitive recharge areas. The article in this week’s Issaquah Press makes this very, very clear. The development
above Issaquah High School that will be enabled by the bypass will seriously and irrevocably damage the aquifer and for
this reason alone, the bypass should not be built. The sensitive areas in the vicinity of the proposed intersection with
Issaquah-Hobart road will require elevated roads and, properly, reconstruction and elevation of the section of Issaquah-
Hobart road immediately north of the intersection.

In summary, the bypass is doomed from the start. It will not solve the problems it is designed to address and it will
create much greater problems. By the most optimistic estimates it will improve traffic flow for two or three years before
Issaquah once again reverts to its current state of gridlock. The EIS must be expanded and take the above issues into
consideration. Ultimately the bypass project must be abandoned and efforts directed to improving traffic flows within
the City of Issaquah, as proposed by former council member, Harris Atkins.

Cindy and Gerald Klein
Phone: 425-557-0939
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July 31, 2000

Robert Whitbeck
1554 Hillside Dr SE
Issaquah WA 98027
(425) 427-6680

Robert Brock

3)

King County Growth Management Plan — The impact to the King County Growth
management Plan has not been adequately addressed in this EIS. Expansion of
road capacity through Issaquah will violate the intent of the King County Growth
Management Plan by enabling and encouraging increasingly dense housing
developments in the area south and southeast of Issaquah. It is suggested that a
new section be added to the EIS to address the impact on the county wide growth
plan if this highway project is completed and continues to drive development further
into rural areas.

: . 4) lIssaquah Creek Wetlands - This Environmental Impact Statement grossly
rs:glclﬁjz\ll'lol;tsbﬁ;r\(;\f;?;s Department underestimates the damage to the South Branch of Issaquah Creek with the filling in,
1775 12" Ave NE and construction across one of the major wet-lands feeding this important Salmon
lssaquah WA 98027 creek.- Recent experience on the North Fork of Issaquah Creek (reference the front

page of the Issaquah Press, July 26 2000) shows that the area waterways are much
more sensitive to development than previously expected. If the experience of the

. Co e o : . North Fork of Issaquah Creek is any basis, it is possible that with the construction of
Subject — Comments and Questions on the Dratt EIS, SE Issaquah By-pass Project this by-pass the mc;in branch of Isszquah Creekpcould become a seasonal stream,

. ) . . . and no longer able to support Salmon or other aquatic life. It is suggested that the

These comments are offered in support of Option 7, the no-build alternative and in rather lame proposal for compensatory wetland mitigation note that similar wetland

opposition to the Preferred Alternative listed in the present Draft EIS (Alternative 4). compensation plans may have not adequately addressed the same issues when

. development along the North Fork of Issaquah Creek occurred, and which now

1) Note on Need of this Project — The EIS does not adequately address that this suffers from intermittent dry creek beds and flash flooding.
projects sole justification is the mitigation of rush hour traffic on Front Street in
downtown Issaquah. This is not a 24 hour a day problem with congestion only 5) Impact to the Issaquah School Complex — This issue was not adequately
occurring during fimited rush hour times. It is absurd that it is proposed that $20 . addressed in the draft EiS.
million or more be used to attempt to address a rush hour traffic situation that only a) Large scale construction for a period of two years would be expected to grossly
adds 5 to 10 minutes of commute time per day. The EIS should be clear of the impact the learning experience of the High School. All build alternatives
reasoning for the need of a by-pass in the first place. It is suggested that more (including Alternative 4) seemed to not take this impact seriously.
detail of the problem be added to the section titled “Purpose of Proposed Action”. b) Long term, the placement of the highway within 100 feet of the school buildings

will generate a constant traffic background noise.
2) Highway Capacity — The EIS should address that improvement in traffic flow in c) The current plan (Table S-2, Noise) mentions the possibility of noise barriers, the
Issaquah is NOT expected. Expansion of the highway capacity through town will exact wording being “...could be constructed.” For alternative 1, However in
only encourage more traffic generation in the unincorporated areas of King County Alternative 4, the mitigation of sound pollution was found to be “unreasonable or
south of Issaquah along the Issaquah-Hobart Highway. This position is based on the not feasible under this alternative”.
following: It ig suggested that tr)e EIS be amended to point out that noise pollution is expected
a) ltis generally accepted by traffic engineers that expansion of highway capacity to rise to the levels of inner city traffic, and that no mitigation is planned for this
does little to decrease traffic, but rather it encourages additional trips. It would be degradation of the local environment. Currently the EIS dances around this issue!
gﬁﬁ,eec:f tdr;frflzt;:)g;%c:ﬁ ?:igtmrsﬂ:rt;:tused up in short order without solvung the 6) Severing of Is§aquah with the Tiger Mquntain Park and Forest area — One of the

b) With the completion of the Bypass, it is expected that the number of automobile remarkable attributes of Issaquah (unofficial slogan — Trail Head City) is the ability to
s bowean th area souh o Issaauah and .90 wil ncrase cramatcaly s e s s o e il B Sea i e vy
more housing is built, in part because of the building of the By-pass. o . A : )

¢) As the Bypass becomes increasingly congested, traffic will divert back to Front E:tf: dt:c?;;?)r;?hza(::s‘i,g: g? t';]e;"’g;?;éstgea%'ygysrgﬁ/nitr:;:;zgiﬁzn;rg:";;ysitg? wil
Street in Issaquah to avoid the expected slow traffic at the Sunset Interchange.. quality level hiking and mountain experi e’n ce. Htis suggested that the section

d) The end result will be the same traffic congestion as seen today in Issaquah, with dealing with impacts to recreation note that a' much less appealing “trail head”
an additional amount of traffic congestion on the new by pass contrlbutlng to experience will result from the severing of Issaquah from the trails of Tiger Mountain.

-Noise, Air and Water pollution. (R :

It is suggested that the section of the EIS tltled “Need for Proposed Actlon” be 7) Benefit to People Outside of the City of Issaquah — No mention is made in the

updated to reflect the minimal or negatlve gains expected from thls project in the EIS that the taxpayers of Issaquah will be required to fund most of the Bypass

area of reduced traffic congestion. : construction and maintenance. As the By-pass is being built for the sole benefit of
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people residing outside of the City of Issaquah, the adverse impact of revenue being
poured into this highway project and hence unavailable for improvements inside the
city should be addressed in this EIS. It is suggested that the EIS be amended to
note that the City of Issaquah will be unable to spend as nearly as much city funds
on parks, stream restoration and other public services because of the large amount
of tax dollars that will be funneled instead to a highway being built for residents living
outside of incorporated Issaquah.

8) Bus Transit Service — The EIS makes no mention of the benefits that the addition of
transit service along the Issaquah-Hobart Road would make. Bus service providing
commuter service to the Issaquah Park and Ride Lot would help reduce both road
congestion and over-crowding at the Issaquah Park and Ride lot. In addition, the
service could also provide alternative transportation for parents currently dropping
children off at both the issaquah Middle and High schools (another source of rush
hour congestion). It is suggested that the EIS seriously address the possibility of
providing bus service between Hobart and the Issaquah Park and Ride lot via
downtown Issaquah.

Sincerely

flbts oz

Robert Whitbeck
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2000 2:52 PM
To: Pam Fox

Ce: 'GFSLinda@aol.com’

Subject: FW: No Subject

Pam: Bypass comments for inclusion in DEIS.
Linda: Your confirmation of receipt. Thank you for your comments.

----- Original Message-----

From: GFSLinda@aol.com [mailto:GFSLinda@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2000 2:42 PM

To: BobB@ci.issaquah.wa.us; CarolynS@ci.issaquah.wa.us; GFSLinda@aol.com
Subject: No Subject

(Please confirm receipt)

GFS Linda

Linda Adair Hjelm
1245 - Sixth Avenue S.
Issaquah, WA 98027

August 15, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
Issaquah Public Works Department
City of Issaquah

1775 12th Avenue N.W.

Issaquah, WA 98027

Re: Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Comments to be included in DEIS

Mr. Brock:

The general intersection of Front Street South and Sixth Avenue SE may be the
wor;t possible area in which to put a bypass intersection especially one
designed to carry the numbers of cars spoken about in the DEIS.

The Upper Valley is shaped in the form of a C. Front Street rises in
glevation as it moves south of the intersection of Front and Sixth. To the
immediate south, east, and north, the elevation rises. The Erickson property
rises on its southern end.

Historically, whether Army Corp of Engineers, State, County or City
personnel, this area is reviewed during the summer for floodplain discovery.
All of these agencies have made horrendous errors, either because of a lack
of knowledge or poor judgement.

Threg tributaries empty into Issaquah Creek. During the summer months, all
are innocuous reaching no more than a foot in width. )

During the winter months, things change dramatically. In heavy rain,
Tributary 1 breaches its banks running through a church parking lot and
drains into the ditch along Front Street. The washed streambed east of the
Old Hobart Road attests to the massive increase in water flow under the right
weather conditions. This stream merges with Tributary 2.

Tributary.Z gathe;s water from both 1 and 3 and moves toward Issaquah Creek.
On tbe Erickson/City property, east of Issaquah Creek, is a berm or levee,
possibly the only remaining evidence of a County flood prevention project

1

some 70 years ago. Once in place this berm was cut allowing unrestricted

access by Tributaries 1, 2, and 3 to the flow of the Issaquah creek. In

heavy rain, water flow in Tributary 2 reverses causing water to flow around

the old Klotz home, around the homes at 1295, 1275, and 1255(?) Front Street

South, and then moves over Front Street and down Sixth Avenue or to Sycamore.
There is nowhere else for it to go.

In the DEIS, Chapter 4, page 4-53, paragraph 4 it says :

"The side channel project will essentially breach the existing levee along
Issaquah creek and increase conveyance and storage by utilizing the large
tract of land between Front Street and the creek to the south of the
Southeast-Bypass Project."

Water cannot run uphill. Front Street, with its higher curbs and sidewalks,
and the new bypass road will become dams. Historically, in the event of high
water, the creek flows back into its old channel at the foot of the old
farmhouse in Sycamore. Trapped water will eventually envelop Sycamore.
Creating additional wetlands won't fix this problem. Digging holes in the
ground, regardless of what you call them, won’t fix this problem. Diverting
the "south" tributary won't fix this problem either.

DEIS, page 4-22, Chapter 4 Air Quality, last paragraph:

"Conformity is demonstrated by showing that the project would not cause nor
contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS..."

Perhaps not in downtown Issaquah, but how about a couple of miles south of
town? The current widening of Front Street, north of the 76 Station proves
that giving the problem to someone is no solution. Air quality in downtown
Issaquah may not be affected by a bypass, but with the additional traffic
expected, the narrow valley south of town would surely be. Do we pass it off
as nothing because we plan to give the problem to someone else?

Quoted in the DEIS, facts and figures are quoted about how much actual time
the bypass will save commuters. Boldly, in Chapter 1, it states that Park

Pointe will benefit from this bypass project. If Park Pointe needs access

roads to I-90 and Issaquah, is there some reason they cannot pay for their

own? Why must the current citizens of Issaquah pay, whether in tax dollars
or in homes, for a developer to make more money?

The Issaquah Press, Vol. 101, No. 32 Wednesday August 9, 2000 carried as a
lead article, "Creek system in danger of failure”. For many years,
environmentalists have been telling the City that the Issaquah aquifer was in
danger. At this point, even the State thinks so. Are you listening?

Page 4-137, Impacts and Mitigation, Alternative 1: North A and South A
alignments, paragraph 3 states:

"The average assessed value of the displaced homes under Alternatives 1,3 and
5 is approximately $131,833."

Dated 8/10/2000, we received an official property value notice from King
County Department of Assessments. The old value of both land and property
was valued at $144,00. Present value for taxes due in 2001 is $190,000. This
increase in value for just one home will collectively change costs for
displacements to a substantial degree. The DEIS is incorrect in the figures
used.

In 1903, when our property was settled, a gravity-fed water system existed on
the Donlan property. It was extended to serve our family. The original
system served the Donlan family and extended to most of the members of our
family, as well. In the mid-1950s, that system failed and a well and water
line system was installed. The system still served a dozen families; most in
our family. A couple of years ago, when Front Street South was "improved",
most but not all of those still served by the water system elected to go on
City water. Regardless of which South alternative is chosen, the alignment

2
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will disturb these water lines. Consideration for disturbance of these water
lines has not been included in the DEIS. Costs for replacement of these
water lines has not been included in the DEIS.

DEIS, page 4-125, chapter 4, paragraph 5:

"Ultimately, the proposed bypass would change the community character mainly
by contributing toward a more urban setting at the eastern edge of the city.
While this would be different from the existing setting, mitigation measures
identified throughout this document are intended to reduce the impact this
change may have, and the new roadway is not expected to adversely alter the
community."”

Nearly one hundred years ago, John Bonnar settled on our property.

It was divided the first time for the two Bonnar daughters. Our half of that
division was divided the second and third times, for two of John Bonnar's
grandsons. It was divided again for two of John Bonnar's great
grandchildren. In this day of fractured families, ours remains unwavering.
Psychologists have long defined the family required to survive in the 2000s.
That’s what we have. Now. No Senior Citizen housing nor daycare is required
for our family. Now.

Les Adair, an 86 year old man can remain independent in his own home because
family members are near at hand to help with any problems that may arise.
Margaret Adair Klinkham can remain in her home for the same reasons. Her
son, Michael, is close enough to provide any assistance that might be
necessary. Whether the two homes to the South of Front Street South are part
of the displacement process, Alignment A will destroy what we have planned
and worked so hard to preserve. Adversely alter the community? Planning
water storage areas in place of homes adversely alters this community.
Planning water storage areas so Park Pointe will have access to I-90
adversely alters this community. Or are we, as one gentleman reported to
the Committee of the Whole, merely insignificant?

The DEIS is flawed. It is based on inaccurate information. It will be paid
for by those who won’t benefit from it. A No Bypass is preferred. For the
South end, Plan B is preferred if a bypass must be built.

Very truly yours,

/s/ Linda A. Hjelm

Linda A. Hjelm
{GFS Linda}
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1595 NW Gilman Blvd Ste 1
Issaquah, WA 98027

August 15,2000

Mr. Robert Brock

Public Works Director

Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12" Ave NE

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

I support the city of Issaquah building the southeast bypass and taking the necessary steps
to relieve the traffic problems facing our community.

For the past two years, I have been involved with the Blue Ribbon Commission on
Transportation and have chaired the Revenue Committee. Through my participation, I
was able to delve into the complex issues that surround our transportation problems both
here in Issaquah and throughout the state of Washington. The Commission has issued its
draft of options and one area of concern addressed by the Commission was the
importance for cities to provide leadership even over the cries of opposition from the
minority.

I have been following this project for several years and feel its construction is long
overdue. The bypass had established funding even post I-695 when other projects were
put on the shelf. The government support shows how important this project is, not only
for the citizens of Issaquah, but to the whole transportation infrastructure of the Puget
Sound area.

It is a shame to hear that other business people in the area favor the bypass but have
chosen not to speak out in fear of loosing the patronage of their customers. I however

realize that the city desperately needs this bypass and I am willing to support the
preferred alternative 4.

Sincerely, %
’
%J © -"7

Skip Rowley
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23006 SE 40" Place AU
Sammamish, WA 98075-7260
August 15, 2000 PUBLIC

Mr. Robert Brock

Public Works Director

Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12th Ave NE

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock:

As a resident of Sammamish who works in Issaquah, I have been watching the Bypass
proceedings with interest. 1 have not attended a hearing because I favor a solution —
Alternative 4, the preferred alternative, and the need seems so obvious I didn’t think it
required a defender. However, I am now concerned that it does as I read more and more
from a small group of citizens who are opposed to change in their backyard.

1 was born in Issaquah, have lived here my whole life (34 years) and am raising my
children here because I love Issaquah, Overall, I like the way Issaquah has “grown up” -
it feels like a community, is safe, upscale, clean, attractive, and now I can buy most of the
things my household needs without leaving town.

However, we desperately need to make significant changes now to reduce congestion and
assure Issaquah’s continued success as a community — economic viability, accessibility
and quality of life. To make the downtown corridor a healthy place for businesses and
meet the needs of its citizens, people must be able to reach it without significant delay.
The bypass is the best way to accomplish this objective by routing through traffic around
the downtown.

I favor Alternative 4 because it is the farthest away from the schools and doesn’t bisect
the high school from its ball fields. It is the best balance for all the concerns. It should

not be connected with streets to the downtown or it could become an alternative route
into the downtown instead of a bypass, as intended.

Please build it now.

Sincerely,

4o Mag,
Kari Magill W
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1595 NW Gilman Blvd suite 1
Issaquah, WA 98027

August 15, 2000

City of Issaquah

Director of Public Works
P.0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027-1307

Dear Mr Brock:

I am a long time resident of Issaquah and | have seen growth over the years
in our community. Transportation has been an issue in Issaquah and |
support the alternative 4 action for the Bypass.

| have seen our historic downtown lose it’s charm and ability to attract
customers due to the traffic congestion. People are trying to find alternate
routes to make their commutes shorter, however this causes a much greater
problem, a bottle necked downtown. Front Street is now identified as the
congested arterial rather then the Main Street of yesteryear.

I understand that this bypass will affect people in many different ways but |
feel that Alternate 4 is most respectful choice to all parties involved.

ey fllansy

Terrie Thomson
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August 15,2000

Bob Brock

Mayor Ava Frisinger & Council Members
City of Issaquah

PO 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027-1307

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIS on the Southeast Bypass

I got only a few minutes to peruse the EIS statement. In doing so, I did not see two keys
items covered. They both relate to a “no build” option. If the City decides not to build
the bypass, this decision in itself makes two others that are NOT answered:

1- With the new North Spar and Sunset Interchange under construction, the “no build”
option automatically creates a bypass. That bypass is 2™ past the High School and
East Sunset. No one has told the school or the east Sunset residents that a “no build”
decision places them ON THE BYPASS. Nor does it address the improvements that
would be required on these streets to safely handle bypass traffic.

2- It does NOT address the fact that with a “no build” option, the City must either
complete Newport or upgrade 2" Avenue and East Sunset to handle truck traffic.
The City has accepted TIP funding for both South Front improvement and Maple
Street which already stipulate that these are regional transportation corridors. Further
if Issaquah fails to provide a truck bypass route, there is ample precedent and ample
plaintiffs to make an enforced court decision requiring creation of a bypass a high
probability.

Finally as a long term resident of the City, I fully support the creation the SE bypass. 1
see now other way for Issaquah to survive. Nor do I believe that we as residents of this
City have the right to essentially forbid those living south of Issaquah from working in
Redmond or Kirkland or those living north of Issaquah from working in Maple Valley or
Auburn. Nor do we have the right to deny access to the lower cost housing that exists
just beyond Issaquah to our children.

Issaquah came into existence because we set in a crossroads of 1 of just 4 north to south
geographic routes and 1 of just 2 east to west geographic routes of the east side of Puget
Sound. This geography created our city; unfortunately now it also puts us at a major
traffic crossroads which we cannot make go away. We can only deal with it and attempt
to make our city as livable as possible. I do not believe that continuing without a bypass,
especially when the trucks return, will allow us to retain any of the quality of life we all
moved here for.

Terry L Davis
1155 Ridgewood Place SW
Issaquah, WA 98027-4635
425-392-4380
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August 14, 2000

Bob Brock

Director of Public Works
City of Issaquah

P.0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr. Brock,

In looking though the DEIS for the bypass, the exhibits for the proposed alternatives do not
clearly show how the Ianes of road will actually look. The stylized and condensed channalization
figures presented in the DEIS are not correlated back to a single map for each alternative.

It would be helpful if an actual map for each alternative can be provided that shows exactly how
wide each option will be, what the lanes at each intersection will look like, and most importantly
where, and how many lanes will be located along each alternative’s entire distance. This needs to
be clearly shown on one exhibit for each alternative.

Sincerely,

L

Cory Christensen
P.O. Box 824
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425)557-8966
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August 9, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director
Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12" Ave NE

Issaquah, WA 98027

RE: Southeast Bypass DEIS, June 2000
Dear Mr. Brock:

We would like you to know that we have reviewed the DEIS for the proposed Southeast
Bypass and we agree with and support the prefetred project alternative (alternative 4).

More specifically we feel that although Alternative 4 has some increased environmental
impacts, it provides for a lesser impact to the day-to-day quality of life for the schools
and established residential areas along the route. While this alternative may decrease
our quality of life in areas such as noise levels and loss of forest, we must weigh those
against the daily frustration and lost time sitting in traffic on Front Street while trying to
get home. We personally are tired of the pass-through traffic and clogged streets and
feel this is an acceptable solution.

We do have two concerns. First, we feel-very strongly that this road is a bypass and we
are against connecting any streets with the project except at the 1-90 interchange,
Issaquah Hobart-Road and the proposed Parkpoint Development. Second, we are
concerned about time. Let's get this project completed before it is insufficient and
construction is not complete.

Respectfully,

L
Jeff L#/ghe.
Sl HbDanr

Julie LaPrarie
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Pam Fox

From:  Bob Brock

Sent:  Thursday, August 10, 2000 8:29 AM
To:  PamFox

Subjeat; FW So. end by-pass

—~{iginal Message--

Prom: Cazolyn Sygitowz

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2000 3:36 PM
To: Bob Brock

Subjeet: FW: S0, end by-pass

(gl MeSagese

From: Becky and Dick Powel maikte:bndpowel @earthlnk net
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2000 1:20 PH

To: mayor@clissaqueh waus

Subject: So. end by-pass

Dear Mayor,

| fiveinthe South end of the cily and | musttelyou the by-pass s greatl needed. | know that you are receiving a
It of fack from some of the vocal minarty, however s fime b take charge and stop the lalking. The soonerwe
have som refief via the by-pass the better offwe will be, in my oplnion, Sincerely Dick Powel

1040 2nd Ave S E.
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Aug 11, 2000

Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307
Issaquah, WA 98027

Issaquah doesn’t need another bypass

As a downtown resident who walks and drives throughout Issaquah, and as a
citizen who is familiar with transportation policy and the needs of our community,
I must object to the proposed Southeast Issaquah Bypass.

Issaquah does not need to spend millions of dollars on a redundancy. The
bypass will indeed get cars off of Front Street, but that already will happen anyway,
without paving over more backyards and wetlands. The Sunset Interchange project
now under construction will give motorists new access to Interstate 90 via Sunset
Way and Southeast Second Street. This will become a bypass of Front Street,
regardless of whether another roadway is built. As soon as the expanded interchange
opens, a considerable amount of traffic will divert automatically from Front to
Second, which has only one traffic light instead of four, in search of saving a few
commuting minutes to I-90. The traffic volumes on the two roadways soon will
equalize — long before the Southeast Bypass becomes a factor. The question then
becomes whether that bypass traffic should run on one side of the three schools on
Second, or on both sides.

The answer is to use the Bypass money more wisely to improve the already-
existing routes. Install a signal and turn lanes at Second and Sunset. Built the long-
delayed widening project on Newport Way. Put the money into bus service and a
park-and-ride south of Issaquah to get more cars off the road.

When you can save homes, save neighborhoods, save a habitat and save
money — and still accomplish the same goal — the answer is easy. Don’t build the
Southeast Bypass.

Sincerely,

e Y s

Grace Reamer

512 N.E. Alder St.
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425) 837-9223
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Jeff Boscole

3425 W.Lk.Sam.Rd.S.E.
Bellevue, WA 98008
(425) 746-8573

Robert Brock, Public Works Director

City of Issaquah

P.0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027 re: SE Bypass EIS

Dear Mr. Brock:

One fundamental fallacy here consists of the notion that engineering (civil or otherwise)
should not be reconciled with environmentalism. Another fallacy consists of the presumption that
there should be some way to "build out" from the phenomenon of a traffic bottleneck. It's also
clear that the contemplated "SE bypass" is instead yet another arterial which would instead lead to
a substantial increase of traffic through the Issaquah corridor, and thereby more opportunity for
Issaquah City Streets to be further clogged with cancerous automobiles. The total pollution
index, both noise and atmospheric, would also increase for the entire Issaquah corridor.
Whatever remains of the "rural quality" of Issaquah would be savaged. T am both surprised and
astonished that people would wish that decreased quality of life upon their descendants. Since
these are among conclusions quite transparent and obvious it is unfathomable and unconceivable
why engineering professionals could by any stretch of the imagination arrive at any other possible
perspective. Caveat emptor. ("Let the buyer beware.")

Sincerel

Jeff Boscole
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Pam Fox

From: Marcia Corum

Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 8:50 AM

To: Lou Haff, Pam Fox; Bob Brock; Bill Canley (E-mail): David Kappler (-}, Fred Buter EE—
mai;lg; Fred Kempe (E-mail; Fred Kempe (E-mail 2); Joe Forkner (E-mail) Jos Forkner (E-mail
2), Russell Joe (E-mail; Scott Greenberg (E-mail; Scott Greenberg (E-mail 2)

Subject: FW. Growth Management Plan/Concurrency

----- (riginal Message-----

From: John MacDuff [mailto:johnttyhotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 13, 2000 %:43 B

To: Mayor Ava Frisinger

Cc: Bypass Eqroup; Issaquah CityCouncil
Subject: Growth Management Plan/Concurrancy

Mayor Frisinger,

Has the capacity of the proposed SE bypass already been added to the City of
Issaquah's GMP Concurrency plan and have construction permits already been
issued on that basis?

John MacDuff
Downtown Issagquah

620 SE Bush St
206-939-9761
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Pam Fox

From: Jacquelyn & Mark Witte [|_m_witte@email. msn.com]
Sent:  Monday, August 14, 2000 3:44 PM

To: pamf@ci.issaquah.wa.us

Subject: Comments on Southeast Issaquah Bypass EIS

14 August 2000

15607 260t Ave SE

Issaquah WA 98027-8232

Subject: Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Hello

Alternative #7, titled "No Action" is my choice, after reviewing the Draft EIS. I was disturbed that the EIS dealt with only the
immediate locale of the project, and DID NOT take into account traffic impacts in the area I live, namely the HobartIssaquah
Road south of Issaquah. 'm convinced that building the bypass will simply swamp/clog the IssaquahHobart Road between
Hwy 18 and Issaquah. Why will this happen? Because commuters will modify their driving routes when the bypass opens! I
worked with people who took Hwy 18, Issy-Hobart, or I-405-167 depending on time of day and anticipated congestion. To

summarize, [ believe this bypass is the equivalent of a band-aid on cancer!

Instead of spending the $27 million on a new construction project, I humbly suggest "fine tuning” the traffic system we have

now. Specifically:

Synchronize all traffic lights in Issaquah.

Prohibit left tums off Front street at Sunset and Gilman (and all points between) during rush hours..and of course,

reprogram the traffic lights accordingly.

Add a 2" left turn lane on Front and a 2™ lane for the west-bound -90 onramp, i.e. 2 full lanes for left turns.

Upgrade/coordinate traffic lights in realtime via computer control to maximize throughput during peak traffic

periods.

Add "real time" signs at Hwy 18 exit and May Valley Road to inform commuters when congestion in Issaquah is

heavy, so drivers can take an alternate route.

Sincerely
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August 11, 2000

Bob Brock, Director of Public Works
P.0O. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Bob Brock,

I need to add another comment to my already long list of DEIS suggestions.

Traffic analysis: The main comparisons is this DEIS are from No Action to Bypass (w/out
SPARS etc.), then from Bypass (w/out SPARS) etc to Full Build Out.

COMMENT: The Bypass (w/out SPARS etc) is irrelevent as they ARE being built. This
comparison should be removed and the analysis simplified to No Action compared to Full Build
Out. This will make this section clearer and the analysis much easier to understand.

Connie Marsh

1175 NW Gilman Blvd #B6
Issaquah, WA 98027
(425)392-4908

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 120
Draft Supplemental EIS



August 12, 2000

Bob Brock, Ditector of Public Works
P,0. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027

Dear Bob Brock,

The DEIS for the bypass needs to include risk levels for each of the mitigations it
proposed.

T am having a difficult time getting information from the makers of the DEIS re the
meetings that it had with the governing enviornmental agencies. The DEIS comment time period
needs to be extended until these documents can be attained and proccessed.

Connie Marsh
1175 NW Gilman Blvd #B6

Tssaquah, WA 98027
(425)392-4908
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Kevin Hanson-Lynn, M.A.
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John MacDuff

From: "John MacDuff" <johntty@hotmail.com>

To: "Bob Brock" <bobb@ci.washington.wa.us> a

Cc: "Bypass Egroup" <bypass@egroups.com>; "lssaquah CityCouncil"
<citycouncil@ci.issaquah.wa.us>; "Mayor Ava Frisinger" <mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us>

Sent: Monday, August 14, 2000 11:13 PM

Subject: Comments on the SE Bypass DEIS, June 2000

TO: Bob Brock

Public Works Director
City of [ssaquah

1775 12th Ave NW
Issaquah, WA 98027

cc: Jerry Alb, Don Peterson, Ron Paananen, Loree Randall
Dear Mr. Brock,

The City of Issaquah is trying to find a solution to their Downtown traffic
problem. They have studied and studied looking for a solution within the
city and in June released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement. After
looking through the DEIS, I asked the city (Pam Fox) what the total times
predicted by their traffic model for the trip from SE 96th and the Hobart
Road, and [-90, in the

morning and evening rush for Front Street today, Front Street in 2005 with
no bypass, and Front Street and the bypass in 2005 with full build of the
bypass.

Their answer (from Lou Haff) was interesting although I think the model may
not be right. Existing condition Front St: am peak = 9 min, pm peak = 9.8
min. For no bypass, Front St: am peak = 11.5 min, pm peak = 13.5 min. For
2005 full build Front St: am peak = 11.4 min, pm peak = 12.4 min. For 2005
full build Bypass: am peak = 3.0 min, pm peak = 3.2 min.

It clearly shows that traffic will only get worse whether we build this
bypass or not. This is no solution to the Downtown traffic problem.

We deserve a real solution. We deserve to have the traffic REDUCED like the
EIS goal states. We deserve regional solutions outside of Issaquah that
really work. We deserve more for our money.

John MacDuff
Downtown Issaquah

620 SE Bush St
206-989-9761
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Robert Brock

Public Works Director

Issaquah Public Works Department
1775 12th Ave NE

Issaquah WA 98027

Regarding the EIS on the proposed Issaquah bypass,

Tam writing this letter to express my opinion and concerns regarding the proposed bypass in Issaquah. As
atesident of Issaquah living south of the proposed bypass, I would in theory directly benefit from this bypass.
However, I beligve several things are wrong with this planned “improvement”,

First, the bypass will NOT improve traffic on Issaquah-Hobart road, as drivets who currently use Route 18
will switch to the more direct route. Evidence of this was the recent closure of 18 due to a traffic accident, causing
major backups of the Issaquah roads as those who normal drove this way (18) sought alternatives through Issaquah.

Second, Issaquah’s planned development of S00 new homes along the bypass will further increase traffic
within the area, while also further reducing the livability of the town and the rural atmosphere that many of us
moved to the area for. The bypass will also open up the rurat lands in the Mirrormont area to further development,
thus reducing any positive traffic improvements to zero in a few short years,

Third, the use of alternative transportation has not been given enough consideration. The “survey” which
was conducted on morning commuters was extremely poorly implemented, causing many irate drivers due to long

backups and unduly influencing participants into negative comments. I (and many others) would utilize the bus on a

daily basis if available.
Istrongly recommend the no-build option as the only practical selection proposed. Keep Issaquah from
becorming the next Bellevue.

Sincerely

Roland Horth

2
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent:  Monday, July 31, 2000 10:12 AM

To: ‘Lou Haff - home'; Pam Fox

Subject: FW. Comments On Southeast Issaquah

-----Original Message-----

From: Carolyn Sygitowicz

Sent: Monday, July 31, 2000 9:37 AM

To: Bob Brock

Subject: FW: Comments On Southeast Issaquah Bypass

From: Don Taylor [mailto:DonT826@email. msn.com)
Sent: Sunday, July 30, 2000 7:45 PM

To: citycouncil@ci.issaguah.wa.us

Cc: mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us

Subject: Comments On Southeast Issaquah Bypass

To: Issaquah City Council Members
From: Don Taylor
Subject: Comments On Southeast Issaquah Bypass

| consider excessive traffic/grid lock the number one problem in Issaquah. We live on Squak Mountain and have
to be very careful of the times we chose to travel north of, or west on 1-90; east bound via Sunset is not a serious
problem except during the evening rush hour. We would welcome traffic relief that the SE bypass may represent.

I scanned the environmental impact statement at the Issaquah Library (was unsuccessful-in downloading it from
the city web site) and was frankly disappointed in the presentation. The confusingc;bles cried for X-Y or bar plots
of key intersections to portray future traffic projections. | concluded there is some slight improvement at
completion but we'li be back where we are now in about 10 years.

I'have a hard time making a recommendation on the SE bypass because I'm at a loss as to what city government
will do if it passes and what it will cost in taxes. The environmental impact statement tells estimated costs of the
various options but not how it will be paid for. Costs estimates have been far below final costs on too many
recent projects. | suggest city government has a real problem with accurate cost estimates. Would some warped
logic be used to increase utility rates agdin to cover the bypass? WIll there ever be an end to pouring money into
the stupid barn? The city gives the impression it hasn't a clue as to what it will be used for other than the finest
farmers market money can buy! How much money will be squandered on the folly troliey and more parks to
support nonresident demands? What other surprises are lurking?

Having said all that | favor Alternate 6 as first choice and Alternate 4 as second choice for the SE bypass. | would
probably be against the SE bypass for any of the following reasons:

I. Any alternate that includes South A in the description. News articles have indicated that one or more families
have lived there for a number of decades and don’t want to move. | favor people over swamps.

2. If it would be an immediate excuse to open the door for high traffic businesses south of 1-30. We would be no
better off.

8/23/2000

3. Taxes and or utility rates increase to pay for it.
4. The city cannot get control of spending (e.g. city hall, barn etc.) and we go into hock to pay for it.

5. If the state controls traffic lights at the new Sunset interchange and gives excessive preference to bypass traffic
over vehicles trying to leave the city via Sunset. | don't want to set and stew as northbound SR900 traffic does
now.

Very truly yours,
Don Taylor
535 Mt. Fury Cir SW
(425) 392-1051

cc: Mayor Ava Frisinger

Robert Brock

Southeast Issaquah Bypass
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent: Monday, July 31, 2000 9:14 AM
To: Pam Fox

Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass

Pam: FYI

————— Original Message-----

From: Carolyn Sygitowicz

Sent: Monday, July 31, 2000 8:59 AM
To: Bob Brock

Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass

————— Original Message-----

From: j swanson [mailto:jackiswanson@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 27, 2000 6:59 PM

To: mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us

Subject: Southeast Bypass

Dear Mayor Frisinger,

We want a NO vote to the Issaguah Scutheast ByPass.

Jim Swanson and Jackie Swanson
460 SE Evans Lane

Issaquah

(425) 392-8851

Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www.hotmail.com
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Pam Fox Hobart road ail the way to Highway 18,

From: Bob Brock Plgase, as your constituent, | beg you to reconsider this drastic and irrevocable decision. | don't want the

Sent:  Wednesday, August 02, 2000 7:28 AM neighborhoods destroyed. | don't want the wetiands destroyed. I don't want the noise, the trucks, the traffic, the

To: Pam Fox eyesore. And most of all, I don't want my quaint little adopted home town to look any more like Factoria than it
o: already does. Go back to our Federal, State, and County governments and ask them to use the money to

Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass complete construction on Highway 18 instead. And be aware that | am a regular voter and that my future choices

will be directly influenced by your position on this issue.
-----Original Message-----
From: Carolyn Sygitowicz More, bigger, and faster is not always better.

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2000 3:56 PM
To: Bob Brock
Subject: FW: Southeast Bypass

Loren Campbell

From: Loren Campbell [mailto:Loren@Barclay-Dean.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2000 3:25 PM

To: 'mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us’

Subject: Southeast Bypass

Ms. Frisinger-

When | moved to Issaquah in 1992 it still had some of the qualities of a quaint, small town. indeed, those qualities
drew me here and have kept me in my 30 year old house on Squak mountain. | am sad to say that | find the
current direction of the city is disturbing. We have a recently completed courthouse/city hall that was horrifically
over budget and has already been declared "too small". We are working our way through a debacle of a library
project that has yet to be completed and has already been discussed as "too small' and "unexpandable”.

New, luxurious, palatial schools are built on the plateau, while some schools in "Old Issaquah” are so bad that
parents routinely lie about their home address so that their children will be allowed to go elsewhere in the system.

Huge strip malls have sprouted like noxious weeds. We've allowed them to be built on large amounts of fil,
ruining the flood plain of the lower valley and causing numerous "fifty year" floods in the last ten years.
Businesses and homeowners in the original, lower areas have been flooded over and over because we've
effectively reduced the flood plain by how much? Fifty percent seems like a very conservative number.

k!
We are running out of potable water. Recently | read that we will soon be buying water from the City of Seattle
and that the best place for the line to carry that water is through wetlands and a state park. | don't want
chlorinated Seattle water and | don't want the line running through a wetland.

And of course, the traffic. In 1992 | moved to an apartment in Klahanie. It took me less than ten minutes to reach
exit 17. By the time | left the Plateau for Squak Mountain in 1993 (less than one year later) it took a minimum of
20 minutes and frequently more than 30. | now avoid all Issaquah interchanges except for exit 18. The
intersection of Giiman Boulevard and State Route 900 is routinely (as in all times of day) backed up so much that
it takes 4-6 cycles of the light to get through. And yet you recently approved a very large development on SR900
that will dump hundreds more cars onto this already overcrowded area.

And now someone has convinced the city government that the solution to downtown traffic is to build the
"Southeast Bypass".

I am not a traffic or city planning expert. And | do not think it takes an expert to realize that this project will not
solve the problem of traffic on Front Street. Take a look at Highway 18 in the moring and check out all the cars
already avoiding Issaquah. Adding a third arterial and second freeway in this residential, school, and
environmentally sensitive area will only encourage more residential growth in the areas that are causing the
problem now. And if you think it is not obvious that the "Bypass" is just the first step toward a multi-lane divided
highway, well, your citizens are just not that ignorant. The next step will be to widen and "improve" Issaquah-

Sincerely-

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters
Draft Supplemental EIS

page 128



Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2000 12:46 PM
To: : Pam Fox

Subject: FW: Bypass

Importance: High

————— Original Message-----

From: Carolyn Sygitowicz

Sent: Wednesday, August 02, 2000 10:06 AM
To: Bob Brock

Subject: FW: Bypass

Inportance: High

----- Original Message-----

From: user5664@uswest.net {mailto:user5664@uswest.net]

Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2000 6:03 PM

To: mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us; buffalo.billsAworldnet.att.net@uswest.net
fredkempe@hotmail.com; fredbutler@juno.com; smdr313@msn.com;
kappler@uswest.net

Subject: Bypass

Importance: High

Hello,

Our family is proud to live and own a business in the city of Issaquah
We have lived on Tiger mountain directly off the Issaquah-Hobart road
for over 8 years. We have operated a business in old downtown Issaqua
for over 4 years.We love living here, we love our little city and all
the wonderful treasres it hAS TO OFFER.

We have watched the quality of life decline for many who live here due
to over building without addressing traffic nightmares that would
surely come as a direct result from so many new homes and apartments a
town homes. fu !
Building a Bypass is not the solution to our traffic problem.It will
only encourage further development and more traffic

The pollution from auto emissions will choke our little valley. Many
winters when the air is stagnant, the valley air becomes hazy and foul
with auto exhaust and chimney smoke. THe Bypass will only increase autc
traffic & emissions.

The children attending Issaquah High, Issaquah Middle School and Clark
Elementary will also be adversely affected by the air and noise
pollution resulting from a bypass built right next to school grounds
and athletic fields. Would you want your children to attend a school
under these conditions? I wouldn't!
We have no interest in paying for a Bypass that will benefit commuters
just passing through our city en route to I-90.
We have a perfectly adequate access to I-90 in highway 18. Why can't
these commuters be encouraged to use highway 182 The road is already
there & has adequate lanes to handle traffic flow that the
Issaquah-Hobart road wasn't built to handle.

I don't want to see the quality of life decline for the citizens of
Issaquah because we are providing and paying for a "short-cut" for
commuters who don't

reside here to get to I-90.

Consider why you live & work here.

The Bypass, with increased traffic congestion, pollution, noise, and

cost 1is too great a price for ouf unique city to pay to give

commuters a short cut to I-90.

We are asking the City Council to consider all of these issues. Please

hear us, the residents who live & work her, and vote
Respectfully Yours,

Carolyn and Bob McGarvey and family.

NO on the Bypass.
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Pam Fox

From: Bob Brock

Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2000 1:38 PM
To: Pam Fox

Subject: FW: EIS Response: Southeast Bypass

----- Original Message-----

From: Steve Hawley [mailto:Steve.Hawley@myrio.com]
Sent: Tuesday, Rugust 15, 2000 11:05 AM

To: 'bobb@ci.issaquah.wa.us'

Cc: 'smdr3138msn.com'; 'stephenjoefacl.com';
'buffalo.bills@worldnet.att.net'; 'kappler@uswest.net';
'fredbutler@juno.com'; 'fredkempef@hotmail.com';
'mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us’; 'alieninvader@earthlink.net'
Subject: EIS Response: Scutheast Bypass

Te: Mr. Bob Brock
Director of Public Works
City of Issaquah

POBox 1307

Issagquah, WA 98027

Dear Mr Brock,

Please consider this message to be the response of a concerned resident of
Issaquah, to the Draft Environmental Impact Study for the Southeast Bypass,
and, to the project in general.

My family and I have resided in Issaquah for 7 years. During that period,
wWe have seen considerable commercial development, with some (but not much)
attention to infrastructure. When we moved to Mirrormont in 1996, we found
the "commute” inte Issaquah not to be difficult, but during the four years
since, it has become an increasingly frustrating experience, particularly
during the school year.

Although I'm not a city planning expert, I can testify that a major source
of traffic and crowding comes from the commuters travelling noqthbound
toward Issaquah from points south of Mirrormont. Knowing that tehatively
few people live between Route 18 and Mirrormont Driwve, I can only conclude
that the commuters come from other areas of South King County, and,
elsewhere.

I relate these observations to the DEIS by asking: why there was no
evaluation of the impact of additional public transit options in the Study?
My intuition is that the addition of a bus route between Route 18 and the
Issaquah Park-and-Ride, stopping at Mirrormont and perhaps elsewhere, could
have an alleviating effect on the traffic.

Although "Transit" doesn't have much to deo with the bypass, directly, nor
are Transit services provided by the Issaguah city government or the agency

that produced the DEIS, I believe that the apparent lack of consideration of

public transit was a serious oversight. Then there are the students:

school buses are available to go to both the "downtown" public schools, and,

to Liberty, Maywood, etc. So, when kids are old encugh to drive, cculdn't
somecne consider permitting student driving only under circumstances of
necessity (as opp d to convenience)?

I know that both of these transportation opticns raise gquestions, such as
"where would the commuters park?"” and "where else could the school bus
stop?", but there competent parties that could prowvide an assessment and
some recommendations.

Also, I‘am very concerned about potential downtown flooding, compromises to
the aquifer, and decreased air quality near Issaquah High School that all
could be brought about by the bypass.

So my conclusion is that the DEIS is flawed by being incomplete. I hope
that you will consider these points when rendering judgement about the DEIS.
In addition, I hope that I have done a small part to influence the
Jjudgements of the City Council.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,
Steven C. Hawley

Steven C. Hawley

26032 SE 154th St
Issaquah, WA 98027
425-391-7248
alieninvader@earthlink.net

ce:
>> Mayor Ava Frisinger mailto:mayor@ci.issaquah.wa.us

>> Council Pres Fred Kempe mailto:fredkempe@hotmail.com

>> Councilman Fred Butler mailto:fredbutler@juno.com

>> Councilman David Kappler mailto:kappler@uswest.net

>> Councilman Bill Conley mailto:buffalo.bills@worldnet.att.net
>> Councilman Russell Joe mailto:stephenjoe®acl.com

>> Councilman Scott Greenberg mailto:smdr313@msn.com
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH

SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH -
BYPASS

T COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. At today’s Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be tumed in at today’s Public Hearing or hailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.

SE Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

OVER PLEASE......

We must have your contact mformatron for your g_ents tobe conszdefed in the i nal environmental impact statement
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH

SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH
BYPASS

COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. At today’s Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in at today’s Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.

SE Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH

SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH
BYPASS

COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday'’s Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in at today's Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH
SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH
BYPASS

COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental /Ililpinct Statement Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washlngton State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday’s Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in attoday’s Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH
SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH AUS 0% 2000
BYPASS PUBLIC WORKS ENG.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing « August 1, 2000
Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and

Open House, sponsored by the Clty of Issaquah in cooperatlon W|th K|ng County and the Washlngton State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

“"You are encouraged to review the Draft and offeryour comments on it's adequacy and completeness for -

inchision in the Final E1S. At today's Project Public Haaring and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk |nformally with projectt team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
lefters may be tuméd in at today 's Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-

mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the commient period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration:
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH
SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH
BYPASS

COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday’s Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in at today's Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.
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COMMENT FORM

Draft Environmental Impact Statenient Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and
Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-
ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday's Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and
letters may be turned in at today’s Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO
Box 1307, Issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-

mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by Auqust 15, 2000. All comments received -
during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration. Lot

SE Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
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mountain both through the tunnel at the north and along side

of rushing cars at thesouth. We need some better"thinking on

CITY OF ISSAQUAH AUf‘ 1 ‘ 2000
SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH 9 L&
BYPASS PUBLIC WORKS BNG.

this subject.

Not only hikers but animals need corridors to and from our open

spaces.

COMMENT FORM

I would prefer a no-build alternative, however, the final EIS

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Hearing * August 1, 2000

should address theabove concerns.

Welcome to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Hearing and

Open House, sponsored by the City of Issaquah in cooperation with King County and the Washington State Depart-

ment of Transportation.

You are encouraged to review the Draft and offer your comments on it's adequacy and completeness for

inclusion in the Final EIS. Attoday's Project Public Hearing and Open House, individuals may view project displays
and talk informally with project team members as well as submit testimony to a court reporter. Written comments and

letters may be tumed in at today’s Public Hearing or mailed to Bob Brock, Public Works Director, City of Issaquah, PO

Box 1307, issaquah, WA 98027. For your comments to be considered in the development of the final environ-
mental impact statement for this project, they must be received by August 15, 2000. All comments received

during the comment period will be considered. Verbal and written comments are given equal consideration.

SE Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

As a trail user andmember of the IATC I am suggesting further

study be done on the trail allignments. I have read the_pEI_s

and attended the community meeting.
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Note: A total of 99 individual, pre-printed postcards
containing this message were received on the Draft EIS.

Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 141
Draft Supplemental EIS



SAVE LAKE SAMMAMISH
e 1420 N.W. Gilman Blvd., # 2565
Issaquah, Washington 98027

August 8, 2000 HECE[VED
Robert Brock AUG 15 2000
Public Works Director

City of Issaquah Public Works Department

1775 12 Avenue NE

Issaquah, WA 98027
RE: Comments on Draft EIS for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Dear Mr. Brock:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Southeast Issaquah Bypass. We have five major areas of
concern: (1) failure to identify one of the seven potential alternatives (six project alternatives and
one No Project Alternative) as a preferred alternative; (2) the impacts of the proposed project on
the water quantity and quality, wildlife and habitat along the East Fork of Issaquah Creek, and
their implications for the Lake Sammamish watershed (3) the specificity and adequacy of the
mitigation measures identified; (4) the financial assumptions contained in the DEIS and (5) the
projected level of both vehicle and other activity projected in the project area. These concerns
are noted below, with comments and recommendations regarding specific pages of the DEIS
included in Attachment A.

1) Failure to Identify A Preferred Alternative

The DEIS fails to identify a preferred alternative against which the other alternatives
presented can be assessed. This mix and match approach resulting in six possible
alternatives and a No Project alternative causes substantial portions of the DEIS’
assessment of impacts and mitigation measures to be overly general and lacking in
specificity. This, in turn, makes it difficult if not impossible, for members of the public
reviewing the document to respond to specific impacts and mitigation measures.

2) Impacts in Water Quality, Wildlife and Habitat
Project Impacts on Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish Watershed

We are very concerned about the potential impacts of the project on the water quality,
quantity and fish habitat along East Fork Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish. The

PUBLIC WORKS ENG.

Page 2

DEIS minimizes the significant adverse effects on the water quality in both Issaquah
Creek and Lake Sammamish, as well as the fish habitat in the area of the proposed
project (East Fork Issaquah Creek) which supports coho, chinook and sockeye salmon, as
well as steelhead trout. The conclusions drawn by the DEIS regarding the significance of
the project’s impacts are puzzling, since a similar project, the Sunset Interchange and
South Plateau Access Road identified numerous significant impacts. Specific actions,
enforcement, and maintenance responsibilities need to be identified and implemented to
mitigate the adverse effects of the numerous impacts that still need to be identified
adequately in the DEIS for the Southeast Issaquah Bypass.

Effectiveness of A Stormwater Management Facility

While an attempt has been made to provide for mitigation of stormwater runoff by
including construction of a stormwater management facility, infiltration of this runoff —a
preferred method of minimizing surface water quality impacts — is far from certain. Since
much of the long-term — and substantial amounts of the short-term mitigation strategy for
water quality impacts depends on the operation of a proposed stormwater management
facility, substantially greater detail regarding its design, operation and the impacts of the
various operational options needs to be provided AS PART OF THE EIS in order to
obtain meaningful public input.

Short- and Long-Term Impacis on Salmon Spawning Grounds

The impact that the proposed project will have on the fish habitat for the various salmon
species is both substantial and enduring. The DEIS identifies the East Fork Issaquah
Creek in the project area as a spawning area for coho, chinook and sock-eye salmon.
More importantly, it identifies significant impacts on the water quality, habitat, and
wetland vegetation in the salmon spawning grounds. Although several possible strategies
are identified to mitigate impacts on specific wetland areas, as well as reconstruct fish
habitat, efforts to preserve key wetland areas and fish spawning grounds are identified as
occurring only to “the extent possible”. This is critical because “short-term” salmon
spawning habitat disturbances frequently carry with them long-term consequences to
maintain salmon species viability. In addition, the impacts of increased sedimentation in
East Fork Issaquah Creek and habitat disturbances during construction need to be
identified in greater detail (rather than simply as “BMPs”) so that specific comments and
recommendations may be offered.

The DEIS fails to address the Lake Sammamish summer-run (early-run) kokanee. The
East Fork was part of their historic range and some may still utilize this creek for
spawning. Save Lake Sammamish and a consortium of environmental groups on March
16", 2000 petitioned the US Fish and Wildlife Service to list these unique, native
kokanee as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. Loss of habitat is clearly one
of the factors of decline and it is imperative that the DEIS address adequate mitigation

Continued... measures to protect the habitat of this endangered run.
Continued...
A Non-Profit Washington Corporation
www.scn.org/carth/savelake (425) 641-3008 Save Lake Sammamish
Printed on Recycled Paper Printed on Recycled Paper
Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 142

Draft Supplemental EIS



3)

Page 3

Wetland areas do not develop overnight. Nor does salmon spawning habitat. Identifying
“mitigation” strategies which preserve and enhance the existing fish spawning grounds
should be a primary commitment of the project, rather than being relegated to secondary
importance.

Water Quality Impacts on East Fork Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish

The DEIS states that the erosion-related impacts of Southeast Issaquah Bypass
construction activities are expected to be minor, yet provides no basis for this assessment.
The DEIS asserts that the project would contribute less than 0.5 percent of construction-
related phosphorus loading to Lake Sammamish in a typical year. This amount is indeed
significant in relation to the area the project would cover in proportion to the Lake
Sammamish watershed and warrants substantial mitigation efforts. When taken
cumulatively with the phosphorus loading occurring with the concurrent construction of
the Sunset Interchange and access roads, Grand Ridge and other developments, the
phosphorus loading into East Fork Issaquah Creek and, subsequently, into Lake
Sammamish will substantially degrade water quality and the viability of these waters to
support salmon. When added to the increased sediment runoff, the ability of East Fork
Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish to continue to support the numerous species of
salmon is increasingly questionable. Moreover, we believe that the activity levels, and
the associated environmental impacts, are understated. Destruction of wetlands not only
impairs recharge but filtration function also and adequate mitigation to replace these
functions is not documented in the DEIS, but needs to be.

Water Quantity Impacts on East Fork Issaquah Creek , Lake Sammamish and the
Issaquah Aquifer

Loss of recharge to the Issaquah Aquifer, which is hydrologically associated with East
Fork of Issaquah Creek and with Lake Sammamish, has not been addressed adequately
by the DEIS. Loss of flow in the creeks has a major impact on fish habitat and the EIS
needs to identify specific actions, enforcement, and maintenance responsibilities to
mitigate the adverse effects of the Southeast Bypass on recharge to the aquifer, flows in
the creeks and Lake Sammamish.

Specificity and Adequacy of Mitigation Measures Identified

Although substantial information has been provided about the project’s design, scope,
and benefits in alleviating traffic congestion, a similar level of effort still needs to occur
to identify the detailed environmental mitigation strategies which are planned to be
employed (rather than simply listing several relatively vague options which “could” be
used). Without this more detailed information, it is difficult to make an independent
assessment as to the adequacy of any proposed actions to mitigate the impacts on water
quality, wetlands, and wildlife.
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Any effort to finalize the Environmental Impact Statement must have clearly identified
mitigation measures, as well as the parties responsible for their funding, implementation,
monitoring and maintenance identified. An integrated plan which clearly demonstrates
these elements and their phasing should be included as an integral part of the project
development.

Financial Assumptions Contained in the DEIS

The DEIS notes that the project is not yet part of a conforming Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) or Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). In order to meet
tests for air quality conformity, not only must the MTP, TIP and project meet air quality
requirements contained in the region’s Air Quality Management Plan, the project must be
part of a fiscally constrained MTP and TIP. Since the passage of I-695 and subsequent
legislative action which reduced car tab taxes (and dramatically reduced the level of
transportation funding available in Washington State), the roadway capacity projects,
transit service levels, and Transportation Demand Management assumptions used in the
project analysis are no longer fiscally constrained. Therefore, we request that the
transportation and associated impact analyses be re-done to reflect the fiscal reality of
available transportation funding.

Projected Activity Levels

Activity Level Analysis

Insufficient analysis has been conducted to assess the travel activity, potential “need” for
new and enhanced roadway and other facilities, enhanced development activity, and the
associated environmental impacts. At a minimum, scenario testing of high-, medium-,
and low-levels of population, housing, and employment growth should be developed to
provide an order of magnitude assessment regarding the implications of fueling latent
demand for development in the areas surrounding the project. Demographic data to
develop such scenarios could be obtained from the City of Issaquah, King County and the
Puget Sound Regional Council.

Assumptions Used in Projecting Future Travel Activity

When projecting future levels of travel activity for the proposed project, assumptions
were made to reduce home-to-work trips by 3 percent in the year 2000, and by 13 percent
(10 percent aggressive travel demand management measures and the 3 percent Commute
Trip Reduction Act impacts) in the year 2015. We believe that including these
assumptions underestimates the projected future traffic volumes, and thus the associated
water quality, habitat disturbance and air quality (as required to meet conformity tests)
impacts.

Draft Supplemental EIS
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Although the Commute Trip Reduction Act is legislated, it is unclear from the
information included in the DEIS that a 3 percent reduction in daily home-to-work trips
is a reasonable expectation to be achieved in a developing suburban area (like that
surrounding the proposed project!) with minimal transit access and no immediate plans to
dramatically enhance transit circulation within the area. It is equally unclear, based on the
information provided in the DEIS, how an additional 10 percent reduction in peak-hour
home-to-work trips can be justified given that there are no_specific and funded
commitments to either expand the transit service coverage area or to dramatically
increase the frequency of the existing and presumed expanded service area. A final EIS
should either delete these assumptions or provide more substantial justification such as
the funding commitments, responsible implementers and associated impacts.

Attachment A to this letter offers more detailed comments on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Draft EIS.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, I can be reached at (425) 641-3008.

Dnins A ekl
é:—ﬁ

Joanna A. Buehler

President T

S

Attachment — 4 pages

" Attach t A: Detailed Comments on Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS - SLS Comments

Page 2-12 to 2-13 We disagree with the exclusion of an Expanded Transit Service Alternative.
The DEIS cites both funding and the need for extremely high levels of ridership as barriers to
this alternative. However, the DEIS authors make exactly the opposite argument in the Final
Transportation Technical Report, pages 46-47. Here, 3 percent of single occupant vehicle traffic
is assumed to disappear during commute hours in 2005, with a 13 percent trip reduction assumed
in 2015 due to non-specific, unfunded “aggressive” TDM actions. In order for the level of TDM
trip reductions assumed by the transportation analysis to occur, high levels of transit and other
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) ridership will be necessary, thus offering a substantial HOV base
from which to grow. Thus, we request that the Expanded Transit Service Alternative be added
back as in as a viable alternative. If, on the other hand, there is a consensus that expanded transit
service is neither cost-effective nor feasible, we request that the TDM assumptions used in the
modeling analysis to reduce 13 percent of peak period trips be scaled back significantly.

Page 4-9 The DEIS notes that the “The project does not yet meet the criteria of 40 CFR Part 93
and WAC 173-420 for projects from a conforming plan and TIP, because the project has not yet
been included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and TIP.

In order for a project to be included in a conforming Metropolitan Transportation Plan and TIP,
the entire set of projects (including roadway capacity enhancements, transit, and TDM measures)
must not only conform with the Puget Sound AQMPS, but must also be fiscally constrained.
With the passage of Initiative 695 and subsequent action by the Washington State legislature
reducing car tab fees to $30, the viability of both the region’s and Washington State’s
transportation funding is highly suspect.

Thus, we request that the conformity analysis and determination for the project occur using a
transportation network subject to the fiscal constraints currently facing the region.

Page 4-43 The DEIS notes that “All stormwater management facilities for the Southeast Issaquah
Bypass will be designed using criteria set forth in the 1998 King County Surface Water Design
Manual ... Detention design will meet level 1 detention criteria.”

The DEIS discussion of potential surface and water quality impacts is incomplete and inaccurate.
The DEIS does not identify specific actions that would be taken to mitigate the impacts on
surface and ground water quality. It is insufficient to simply identify “Level 1 detention criteria”
and suggest that “Preliminary geotechnical investigations in this area [adjacent to Issaquah High
School property] indicate that infiltration should be feasible.” What if it is not? We request that
the specific mitigation actions and their impacts be identified.

Page 4-48 to 4-49 In discussing the mitigation measures common to Alternatives 1-6 and impacts
and mitigation measures unique to Alternatives 2,4 and 6, the DEIS offers only general potential
mitigation strategies with no specifics.

We request that existing stormwater conveyance capacity systems in the project area, their
capacity and the proposed necessity for and siting of additional storm drainage capacity and
infiltration ponds be identified. This information is lacking, but is critical in order to adequately
assess the impacts and specific mitigation measures needed.

Continued...
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SLS Attachment A - Page 2 of 4

Page 4-63 The DEIS asserts that discharges to East Fork Issaquah Creek would have slightly
improved water quality due to infiltration of runoff from new roadways and from the realigned
section of East Sunset way. It also notes improved water quality along the Front Street corridor
due to reduced traffic volumes on Front Street. Finally, it describes a slight beneficial impact on
phosphorus loadings to Lake Sammamish because of the shift in traffic flow to roadways that
drain to new treatment facilities.

Please clarify the basis for these assertions. Given that the project would entail substantial
movement of earth, possible destruction of wetlands, and a multiple year gap before vegetation
destroyed in the construction process could be approximated, we are unclear how positive water
quality impacts could be achieved. Moreover, since substantial information about the existing
stormwater conveyance capacity and infiltration ability is absent, we question the accuracy of
information used to determine a positive water quality outcome from the project, particularly
prior to mitigation of impacts. Also, introduction of either a bridge supported by pilings or an
earthen berm into the existing functioning wetland area is also likely to decrease natural wetland
functions.

Page. 4-74 10 4-76 Each of the proposed alternatives would have significant adverse impacts on
wetlands. The DEIS offers only extremely general references to mitigation actions and
references “A conceptual wetland mitigation plan prepared prior to the construction phase of the
project....”

We request that a written detailed, specific plan be developed that identifies where wetland
mitigation would occur, which plants are expected to be planted where, and how the plantings
will be maintained, along with responsibility for their maintenance.

Page 4-79 to 4-80 The DEIS identifies creation of alternative wetland areas as a mitigation
measure for Alternatives 2,4 and 6. However, nowhere does it provide data regarding those
areas’ anticipated ability to function as an alternative wetland area, including those areas’
anticipated ground water and stream recharge rates. Please provide these data. Also, we request
that a written detailed, specific plan be developed that identifies where wetland mitigation would
occur, which plants are expected to be planted where, and how the plantings will be maintained,
along with responsibility for their maintenance.

Page 4-92 The DEIS acknowledges the use of Issaquah Creek as salmon spawning habitat both
downstream from and in proximity of the proposed project. However, in the section on impacts
and mitigation (pages 4-95 to 4-97), the DEIS is entirely inadequate in identifying impacts and
mitigation measures. When the amount of ecosystem disturbance, impermeable surface and
human activity is introduced into a fish-spawning ecosystem, it is inconceivable that significant
impacts would not occur that would require substantial mitigation.

Please revise the DEIS so that it acknowledges these impacts and proposes specific mitigation
measures to address these significant impacts.

Continued...

SLS Attachment A - Page 3 of 4

Pages 4-101-4-102 While the DEIS acknowledges the presence of bull trout and chinook salmon
in the Issaquah Creek system, it downplays the importance that East Fork Issaquah Creck and the
south tributary to Issaquah Creek serve as both salmon spawning habitat and as sources of
freshwater into Issaquah Creek. The DEIS also does not acknowledge the presence of summer
run kokanee in Issaquah Creek, along with the impacts that would occur.

This “analysis” needs to be substantially enhanced to include real data and real impacts.
Moreover, real and specific mitigation measures that would be implemented to attempt to
mitigate the impacts on endangered and threatened species.

Page 4-162 Spraying exposed soil and graveling and paving haul roads are identified as
mitigation measures to reduce particulates in the air. However, no water quality and fish habitat
impacts that would be associated with these “mitigation” strategies are identified. Please identify
these impacts and offer alternatives.

Page 4-171 The DEIS estimates that the project would represent approximately 0.5 percent of the
total estimated sediment loading at construction sites in the Lake Sammamish basin during a
typical year. Despite the DEIS assertion that “[bJased on this comparison, it is expected that
project construction activities would not cause significant impacts on channel conveyance
capacity in the East Fork and main stem of Issaquah Creek.

We strongly disagree with this conclusion and request that substantial additional mitigation
measures be specifically identified. The amount of sediment that is expected to be loaded into the
fragile Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish ecosystems are highly disproportionate and
unreasonable. The Lake Sammamish watershed covers approximately 223 square kilometers.
The proposed project area is far less than 0.5 percent of that surface area. Therefore, we are very
concerned about the highly disproportionate volume of sediment the authors feel to be acceptable
to allow to flow into the fragile Issaquah Creek and Lake Sammamish waterways.

Page 4-175 to 4-177 While the DEIS references BMPs (best management practices), possible use
of proposed permanent stormwater management ponds as sedimentation ponds during
construction, and states that several measures would be stressed in the erosion and sedimentation
control plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan.

Page 4-178 The DEIS notes that several best management practices are recommended to
minimize wetland habitat impacts. It is essential to know which specific measures are proposed
to be taken in order to assess their efficacy in mitigating the wetland impacts.

We request that the DEIS identify the specific measures that would be implemented, along with
how they would be enforced.

Pages 4-179 to 4-180 The DEIS notes that construction activities could affect fish habitat. With

construction to occur in and around several tributaries to Issaquah Creek, it is improbable that
fish habitat would not be affected.

Continued...
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SLS Attachment A - Page 4 of 4

We request that the DEIS change “could affect fish habitat” to “ would affect fish habitat” and
identify the specific mitigation measures that would be used to mitigate these impacts, their
proposed efficacy, and how implementation of the measures would be enforced.

Final Transportation Technical Report (October 28, 1998)

Page 3 states that “[a]dditional roadway capacity will be required to meet the projected
transportation demand resulting from future development in Issaquah south of I-90 ...” This
statement directly supports an argument for induced demand. If the developments, and their
associated impacts, are directly related to the construction of a Southeast Issaquah Bypass, the
DEIS should address in greater detail the implications on growth of not constructing the bypass.

Page 12-14 Exhibits 5.3 and 5.4 provide data from 1994 and 1996 that was used to calculate
traffic anticipated traffic volumes. These data are outdated and more recent data should be used
to adequately reflect the current traffic situation.

Page 40 The TDM assumptions used in the traffic impact modeling analysis are overly ambitious
and unsubstantiated. Use of these assumptions artificially decreases the volume of traffic
anticipated in the roadways, without identifying specific actions, their implementation or
funding. I-695 and subsequent legislative action has reduced funding for TDM actions, transit
and other transportation projects below the baseline/current situation. Furthermore, the State
Commute Trip Reduction law affects only those employers with more than 100 employees
arriving to the worksite between 6:00 and 9:00 am. Large employers meeting this criterion are a
minority within Issaquah and non-existent in the City of Sammamish. Moreover, the
effectiveness of the law is directly correlated to the availability of alternatives to single occupant
vehicles such as transit. Since there is no basis upon which these TDM assumptions can be
substantiated, we request that they be significantly reduced or eliminated to provide an accurate
assessment of proposed traffic levels and their associated impacts.
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DEDICATED TO

Jljsaqua/z Sportsmen Club

P O.BOX 88 PHONE 392-3311
ISSAQUAH, WASH. 98027 -
RECElvcD
AUG 10 2000
PUBLIC WORKS ENG.

Robert Brock \ August 1, 2000

Public Works Director

City of Issaquah Public Works Department

City of Issaquah

1775 12" Avenue NW

Issaquah, WA. 98027
RE: Draft EIS Comments SE Issaquah Bypass
Dear Mr. Brock,

Comments

Page ifi---your address is wrong—NW not NE

Page S-5 - Cost estimates for alternative 4 versus 6 appear to be out of line with each other.
For example Mitigation for North B fails to indicate property purchase and
construction necessary to replace road to clubhouse and replace required parking
space at clubhouse. It also fails to note property purchase and construction
necessary to provide access to Shooting Sports Facility. Neither of which will
be necessary on North A or S alignments.

Page S-6 - Right of Way Acquisition —again Mitigation does not identify property acquisition
to replace both items in S-5 above necessitated by North B alignments

Page S-16 & 17 Land Use-— same as above North B alignments

Page 2-14—next to last paragraph add—also between Issaquah Sportsmen’s Clubhouse and DNR land.

Page 2-26—--Alternative 7—in our opinion this is the best long tem option both for economic and
environmental reasons for Issaquah Citizens, Businesses,
Including ours, for the school and property owners effected by this project

Page 2-42--Nonmotorized Travel---Considerable pedestrian traffic takes place between our Clubhouse
Building and Shooting Sports Facility—No mention is made of how this will occur
when these two facilities are separated by the North B alignments. Construction of
sidewalks from Clubhouse to Park Pointe Traffic signal intersection and back to
Shooting Sports Facility would be required.

Page 244 Cost estimates see comments S-5 and Page 2-42 above in regards to North B alignment.

Page 1 of 4

Page 3-4  Historic Element—The Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club House and Property are listed on the
National Register Of Historic Places and The Washington Heritage Register. The
Clubhouse building is listed as a King County Landmark and it has county restrictions as
to its placement in a wooded park like surrounding should the building be moved from
its current location. Additional restrictions are placed on the property by Agreements
with the Interagency Committee for Out door Recreation (IAC)

Page 4-11—Affected Environment —2™ Paragraph—add at end: and Issaquah Sportsmen’s Clubhouse

Pages 4-17,18  North B alignments will have substantial noise level impacts in the Sportsmen’s

Clubhouse used for meeting purposes and as a classroom training facility. North S
Alignment will also have impact on Clubhouse noise levels.

Page 4-85 Mammals- Black Tail Deer occupy and regularly travel the North A, B, S and South A
alignments frequently traveling down on to SE Bush Street, SE Andrew Street and
going as far west as Memorial Field. Pileated Woodpeckers are also frequent
visitors to diseased trees in this area.

Page 4-87 North alignments and South A—Black Tail Deer occupy these alignments on an around the

clock basis and are seen on a very frequent basis during daylight hours. They are
normally not afraid of human activities except during the fall rut season and spring
fawn birth periods.

Because of the wooded areas on both sides of the proposed alignments it can be
expected that numerous road kill & related possible substantial injuries to human
occupants of vehicles can be expected.

Page 4-88 3rd paragraph—last sentence—further study is needed before a prefetred alternative is selected—
How can this be when the preferred alternative has already been identified (alternative
4) 77 this needs to be done before the Final EIS is adopted...

Page 4-101 Chinook Salmon - In earlier years adult Chinook salmon were in regular fall attendance in the

main stream Issaquah Creek for many miles south of Issaquah. The taking of all adult
Chinook at the Issaquah Hatchery for many years reduced this run above the hatchery
except for those that escaped over the fish weir during flood periods. Tributary 0199
is a regular place for smolt salmon of all species to escape turbid flood waters and high
velocities during flood events. Unless done properly all work in the vicinity needs
special attention and a major question exists as to weather storm water detention
ponds proposed for this project in the south end will work due to flood and winter
high water table levels.
Page 4-104 and Figure 4-15—we believe the Sportsmen’s Club properties are Currently Zoned King
County RA-10
Page4-111  next to last paragraph-  This project is not wholly within the Urban Growth Boundaries-
Both of the Sportsmen’s Club properties, The adjacent DNR lands and the properties
south of SE 96" Street are outside the Urban growth Boundary and as such their use
for construction of roads to serve growth inside boundaries is not consistent with
county and state growth management policies.

Page 2 of 4
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Table 4-17  Zoning noted for all properties outside of city limits is not consistent with current King
County Zoning in the area.

Pages 4-114 & 115---All North B and North S alignments fail to mention Both Sportsmen’s Club properties
zoned RA-10 classified as recreational use. No mitigation identified for lost parking and
access roads necessary to access and use both properties. Also no mention that access to
these properties must be maintained during and for all open hours of the shooting sports
facility and for all scheduled events at the Clubhouse.

Page 4-121  Water Supply- No mention is made of 8” watermain extending from the former BN

right of way ( Puget Sound Energy) east in an easement to the south side of Sportsmen’s
Clubhouse
Electrical Energy—No mention is made of underground electrical feeder in SE Evans St.
and 6% Ave. SE serving both Sportsmen’s Club properties and Cell Phone Tower.
An Underground telephone cable also serves these properties in the same trench
as the electrical feeder.

Page4-122  Recreation—No Mention of the Sport’s Club Shooting Sports Facility is made.

Page4-125  Last Paragraph mentions mitigation measures are identified under specific elements.

In the next 8 pages no mention is made of mitigation of impacts caused to
Sportsmen’s Club properties by North B and S alignments. Access, Parking and
pedestrian, all mentioned in prior comments above.

Page4-134  existing zoning—North B alignment crosses through RA-10 zoning (Sportsmen’s club
properties)

Page4-135  Mitigation—No mention is made of loss of business revenue if access is not maintained
during all open hours of the Shooting Sports Facility. This is an economic impact
if access is not maintained during all of project construction.

Page4-137  Mitigation—All North B alternatives—In that no alternative land zoned for an outdoor
shooting sports facility is available in King County or the City of Issaquah
acquisition in lieu of redesigned access is not a viable option.

Page 4-141 1% Paragraph- Both the Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club house and land are listed on the National
Register of Historic Places and Washington Heritage Register. The building is listed
as a King County Landmark and special restrictions relate to it in conjunction with its
land surroundings.

Page 4-142  Mitigation alternatives 3 and 4 fail to mention any mitigation resulting from separation of
Sports Club Properties. Also fails to mention mitigation for loss of the required
parking for the clubhouse site and for the current on street parking for both sites.

Page 4-143-- North S alignments—This alignment is no different than the A or B alignments as it relates to
the White Swan, except that the maps show a larger detention pond east of White

Page 4-182 - water supply-- add S alignment alternatives 5& 6 for 8” main mentioned above
Electrical and Telecommunications —add B and S alignments underground feeders
mentioned above.

Page 4-205—Recreation Impacts—Mitigation measures—both secondary and cumulative impacts would
be experienced if mitigation measures that were omitted in this draft related to
continued access and parking issues for the Sports Club Facilities are not addressed.
Failure to provide access to the shooting sports facility would be a major loss of a
recreational facility that can not be replaced anywhere in King County or the City of
Issaquah, under existing zoning requirements.

June 6, 2000 Summary of Bypass Public Roundtable Meeting
A representative from the DNR testified that DNR was opposed to any alignment that
encroached on the DNR property. He was about the 6™ or seventh speaker- no record
of his testimony is included in the summary of Oral Testimony. Why Not??

Chapter 6-- S alignments —see prior comments about White Swan—why is S alignments using more DNR

land than alternatives 1 & 2 ?.

Page 6-3—4™ paragraph third line- change eastern to western—and what will effect on Cell Tower be if any.

Page 6-7 and C-1 & C-2 No record of coordination with the King County Cultural Resources offices is
indicated in regards to King County Landmark Status of Clubhouse
NO record of coordination with the IAC ( Interagency Committee for Outdoor
Recreation is made, in that they have long term financial interest in both sports club
properties. nor is any record of either agency being on the distribution list of the Draft
EIS listed on Pages C-1 & C-2

Page 11—Supplemental transportation technical memorandum—Alternatives 5 & 6 not listed.

As a final note a number of the above comments have been partially incorporated in the various
Supplemental and technical reports but uniformity and consistency among them does not address all the
comments.

In addition, our letter of July 3™ 2000, in regards to Statutory Authority for land Acquisition has been
returned by you, with the comment that it should be attached to this letter. Your return letter and a copy of
our original are hereby attached for the City’s response .

lom

Tom Mechler
President, Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club

Swan. Why is a larger pond needed for North S when its drainage area is equal to the ch:;gts 2 pages
North A and only slightly longer than North B. Further more the E Sunset street
grade is controlled by the I-90 Sunset Interchange project under which it is being
constructed.
Page 3 of 4
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Jssaquah Sportsmen Club

P. O. BOX 88 PHONE EX.2-3311

ISSAQUAH, WASH. 98027

City of Issaquah July 3, 2000
Issaquah, Washington

RE: Statutory Authority for Land Acquisition Outside of Corporate City Limits.

The Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club Inc. owners of two properties ( King County Tax Lots 9019 and 9203) both
of which are currently zoned RA-10 and both of which are in unincorporated King County and both of
which are outside of King County’s Urban Growth Boundary, requests the following information:

Please cite and provide copies of City of Issaquah Municipal Code (LM.C.), King County and Revised Code
of Washington codes, where applicable;

1. Statutory authority for voluntary acquisition of property outside of City Limits for road and street
purposes. ie.: & mutual agreement between City and Sportsmen’s Club for amount, location and price
and or other alternatives such as land trades.

2, Statutory authority for the City’s acquisition of portions of the Sportsmen’s Club property outside of City
Limits for road and street construction and or improvements for the purposes of reducing traffic
congestion within the City Limits.

3. Statutory authority for the City’s acquisition of portions of the Sportsmen’s Club property outside of City
Limits for street and road construction and or improvements necessary / generated by development

within the City Limits. In this request specifically the proposed new Park Pointe Development and other
benefiting new developments such as East Village within the City Limits.

In the case of items 2 and 3 we are aware of procedures outlined in RCW’s related to compensation for
land acquisitions under URRPP act of 1970. This act does not authorize acquisitions outside of City Limits.

Because of the short time remaining to comment on the Draft Environment Impact Statement for the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass, please respond with this information no later than July 15, 2000.

Thank you for consideration of this matter.

'F{m Mechier

President Issaquah Sportsmen’s Club Inc.
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August 15, 2000

Robert Brock

Director, Public Works Department
City of Issaquah

P.O. Box 1307

Issaquah, WA 98027-1307

SUBJECT: SOUTHEAST BYPASS DEIS

Dear Mr. Brock:

The Issaquah River and Streams Board’s mission is to provide citizen input to the City on projects potentially
affecting aquatic resources. The present board consists of members with professional expertise in wetland
ecology and permitting, marine fisheties, groundwater, soil science, and social sciences. The board’s expertise
is complemented by a commitment to preserving and improving the City’s aquatic resources.

The Board und ds and appreciates the difficulty in trying to balance transportation services while
protecting the environment. The Board acknowledges the extensive planning and study that formed the basis
for the Issaquah Bypass DEIS. At the July 18, 2000 River and Streams Board meeting, members of the
Issaquah Bypass project team presented the baseline information and project alternatives to the Board. It was a
very informative meeting and greatly appreciated.

The Board has also reviewed sections of the DEIS that relate to aquatic resources. After considerable
discussion, the Board wishes to express its concern for the project impacts. All build altematives will have

significant impacts on wetlands, groundwater, surface water, and fishery resources. Even with mitigation, the

project will cause major disruptions of natural resources in the southeast area of Issaquah.

If the Bypass is to be built, then the Board supports the altenative with the least impacts to wetlands. The
alternatives with the least wetland impacts are those alteratives that include the South A Alignment. South A
Alignment has the least impact to wetlands by a considerable margin, and it is substantially cheaper than the
South B Alignment. The South B alignment impacts three times more wetlands (0.92 acres) than the South A
Alignment (0.30 acres).

The impact to Wetland GW from the South B Alignment (0.39 acres) cannot be ignored. Wetland GW is one
of only a few large Class 1 wetlands in the City. This wetland should be preserved to the greatest extent
possible, because it is rare, high quality, and has ireplaceable functions. The Board realizes there are other
issues that affect the choice of an alternative, but the impact on aquatic resources should be given complete and
thorough consideration before choosing a project altemative.

The Board has several comments on specific sections of the DEIS. They are attached for your review.

Sincerely,

e

Jeff Meyer, Chair

Issaquah River and Streams Board:
Petrina Gillette, Vice-Chair  Ron Bush, Member Suzanne Pedersen, Member
. Dale Synder, Member Jeff Villnow, Member Janet Wall, Member
Ron Timm, Alternate Brent Jones, Alternate Joyce Johnson, Alternate
Attachment

copies: Honorable Mayor Eva Frisinger; Mark Hinthorne, Planning Director; Peter Rosen, Senior
Environmental Planner

CITY OF ISSAQUAH
RIVER & STREAMS BOARD

August 15, 2000
Board Comments Relating to Bypass DEIS

Chapter 3: Effected Environment

+ The “Effected Environment” section (Chapter 3) is a total of 5 pages leng. Althqug.h
Chapter 3 acknowledges that the existing conditions are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 4, Chapter 3 is an inadequate discussion.

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences

Section: Geology and Soils
« Summary matrix (Table S-2) of impacts for all alternatives is inadequate. It doesn’t
identify the percent of steep slope, erosion hazard, or seismic hazard impact areas that are
described in the text of Chapter 4.

. “Impact and Mitigation” section is insufficient to analyze impacts to water quality and
aquatic resources.

« “Geology and Soils” does not discuss the amounts of earth work that will be needed,
volumes of soils removed and volumes of grading tequired. There is minimal discussion
of an erosion control plan.

Section: Water and Hydraulic Systems
. Section needs a figure identifying stormwater treatment facilities locations and discharge
points.

» Tn the North alignment, the discussion of groundwater impacts is inadequate. Example:
During Level 3 fiber optic installation, a significant groundwater source was interrupted
during construction. The water source hasn’t been identified in the DEIS. All seeps and
groundwater sources should be discussed. '

Section: Flood Plains
A loss of flood plain storage capacity is identified for Alternatives 1 through 6. No
replacement flood plain storage is proposed. Will flooding result?

Section: Water Quality
«  Whyisn’t a water quality technical memorandum included as an appendix to the DEIS?

«  Succinetly describe construction impacts and operational impacts.
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Section: Wetlands
+ There is a small, forested wetland next to where a retaining wall that is proposed in the
vicinity of the Sunset Interchange. This wetland should be disclosed and potential
impacts discussed.

+ The least impacts to wetlands are from those alternatives that include the South A
alignment. South A alignment has 0.62 acre less impact than South B.

+ A table listing the impacts and mitigation by each altemative should be added to
page 4-73,

» The impact to wetland habitat caused by the roadway deck and subsequent shading
should be identified and mitigation measures proposed. It is inadequate to only assess
permanent impacts to wetlands from the area of the pilings alone.

s« Seeps supporting Wetland GW should be identified in Figures 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, and 4-13.

«  Wetland GW is a high-quality Class 1 wetland. Class 1 wetlands are rare in the City. We
believe that this project would have a severe, negative impact on one of the most valuable
wetlands in the City. A Class 1 wetland cannot be replaced.

. Add stream buffers to the wetland and buffer impact areas.

Section: Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

«  Consider constructing the bridges in such a manner that they are amenable to roosting by
bats. .

+ Impacts to vegetation needs to be discussed in the Summary Matrix and in Chapter 4.

+ The Proposed Mitigation Plan is inadequate, making it impossible to evaluate if project
impacts are mitigated. -

» The Board believes that if South AIigmnemIB were built, there would be significant,
negative impacts to wildlife habitat, wildlife corridors, and vegetation.

Section: Fisheries

+ The classification and buffers of the South tributary and the North tributary should be
disclosed in the Effected Environment for Fisheries.

General Comments
+ Figures 4-19 and 4-20 appear to be identical. Is this, in fact, the proposed altemative?

+ The Issaquah School District ball field and Sportman’s Club is Jisted by Washington
State as a contaminated site. This site should be identified in the DEIS,
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Robert Brock

Public Works Director

City of Issaqua.h Public Works Department
1775 12% Avenue NE

Issaquah, WA 98027

SE Issaquah Neighborhood Alliance
1101 Lewis Lane SE
Issaquah, WA 98027-4706

August 14, 2000
Mr. Brock:

This letter with attachments are the comments to the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) issued June 22, 2000 submitted by the SE Issaquah Neighborhood Alliance. We
are a group of residential property owners who will be directly impacted by the construction of the
Southeast Issaquah Bypass. The signatures and addresses of members are listed at the end of this letter.

The primary focus of the comments are directed to the flooding issues associated with the South A
alignment alternatives 1, 3, and 5 and include photos and records maintained by area residents, historical
flow data, and input from government agency staff. These comments conclude the following:

1. The documentation which serves as the basis for determining the floodplain limits in the area of the
South A alignment appears to be very preliminary, warranting conservative assumptions regarding 100
year flood levels. In addition, the preliminary flood information provided (Exhibit A) appears to
contradict observed conditions, possibly underestimating the 100 year flood elevation.

2. The DEIS does not demonstrate an understanding of the patterns of flow during a flood, and does not
address how these flow patterns will be affected by the South A alignment. In addition, there is no
information regarding how the proposed South A alignment will affect flood levels in the vicinity.

3. The mitigation measures described for both the South A alignment are not sufficiently developed to
demonstrate feasibility, conformance with regulatory requirements, and approval from other agencies
affected by mitigation.

4. The DEIS does not provide sufficient information to determine that the proposed project meets the
Issaquah Critical Areas Standards with respect to flooding issues.

5. The affects of the project on fish habitat and other environmental issues during construction of the
project during possible flood events is not addressed.

6. The cost and affects of housing relocation for the South A alignment are not adequately addressed in
the DEIS.

The attachments referred to below are as follows:

Exhibit A Currerit 100 year flood map provided by City of Issaquah on 7/31/2000.

Exhibit B US Geological Survey Peak Flow Data from the USGS Internet Web Site
Exhibit C Corps of Engineers letter dated Jan 30, 1987 to Charles L. Steele

Exhibit D Statement from Mike Adair

Exhibit E Photo location maps and photos

Documentation of Limits of Floodplain

As stated in the Floodplains section of the 4® chapter (page 4-50), this DEIS uses the 100 year floodplain
delineation shown in the Final Issaquah Creek Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan in conjunction with the
wetland boundary lines in the low areas as the main sources for measuring potentia! floodplain impacts
resulting from the proposed project. A copy of this flood map used for the DEIS is attached as Exhibit A.

The publication of preliminary findings from the FEMA mapping study currently being prepared by
Montgomery Water Group, Inc. (a private consulting firm in Kirkland, Wa) should be used in conjunction
with other data to provide additional information for the 100 year floodplain delineation for the Final EIS.
Due to the preliminary nature of both the Basin Plan map and the preliminary FEMA map, such
preliminary findings should be used conservatively, since the final findings may well show higher flood
levels. The EIS should not be finalized until all studies are completed and there has been an opportunity for
comment by the public and governmental agencies.

The DEIS identifies that the South A atignment will fill approximately 4.5 acre-feet of floodplain volume
(page 4-52) and the South B alignment will fill approximately 1.5 acre-feet of floodplain volume (page 4-
53). Itis assumed that these figures are derived from the Exhibit A flood map attached. This comments
asks the City to identify the source of the data on the floodplain volumes. The 100 year flood elevation in
the vicinity of Front St. and 6™ Avenue SE is shown as approximately elevatlon 130.0 based on the flood
limits near this intersection. A survey point on the Front St centertine at the 6% Avenue SE junction shows
an elevation of 128.6. Given the observed condition of 2 feet of water during a 33 year flood event, as
more fully described in the following paragraphs, it appears that the flood elevations shown for the 100
year event on Exhibit A are underestimated. In light of this information the data used to determine flood
¢levations should be reviewed and revised before the EIS is finalized. The significant impacts of the
project on the floodplain under the South A alignment have not been analyzed as required by WAC 197-
11-440(6)(e).

Flooding Areas and Patterns of Flow

The Floodplains section of the 4® chapter of the DEIS (pages 4-49 through 4-54) provides some
information regarding four historical flood events which require correction and clarification.

The January 1986 flood event date is incorrect. This event actually occurred on November 24, 1986
The January 1990 flood event occurred on January 9, 1990

The November 1990 flood event occurred on November 24, 1990

The February 1996 flood event occutred on February 8, 1996

The DEIS identifies these floods with the following return periods:

November 1986 12 year return period
January 1990 33 year retumn period
November 1990 not identified

February 1996 16 year return period

On page 4-50 the DEIS states that during the storm events of 1990, the main stem of Issaquah Creek
flooded local roads and Front St including the lowland area along 6 Avenue. The record should be

corrected 1o state that main stem of Issaquah Cre ver Fri
during all four of the flood ev @ts identified in the DEIS. This mformauon is substantiated in the attached

photographs marked as Exhibit E. See photos 86-01, 86-03, 86-04 and 1/90-01.  As a consequence, it
can be clearly determined that Front St. at the junction with 6 Avenue SE is inundated during a 12 year
return period flood event. Current area resident Mike Adair and former area resident Eric Erickson
(currently living in Renton) state that the water depth overtopping the Issaquah Hobart Road at 6% Avenue
SE was approximately 2 feet during the November 1990 flood event, Eric Erickson has written
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commentary in Chapter 5 of the DEIS which provide additional background information. A copy is Mr.
Adair’s statement is attached as Exhibit D.

With respect to the flow patterns in the area, the DEIS does not show or adequately describe how water
flows across and along the proposed South A alignment. In broad terms, main stem Issaquah Creek water
crosses under Front St. at the south Tributary 0199 culvert, (which reverses flow), meets main stem
Issaquah Creek water overtopping Front St. at the junction with 6 Avenue SE, and then runs northwards
up 6 Avenue SE. See photos 1/90-01, 1/90-02, 1/90-03, and 96-01. This water then turns eastward at
various points along 6* Avenue through the Lewis Lane SE neighborhood and joins the north tributary,
crossing back under Front St. in the north tributary culvert between Sycamore Eane and 2nd Avenue SE.
See photos 96-02 through 96-07. This flow pattern has been observed on numerous occasions by Mike
Adair, Eric Erickson, and George Comstock. This flow pattern indicates that the South A alignment will
significantly impact both water storage and conveyance during flood events. The DEIS does indicate that
the Bypass will result in filling a portion of the floodplain, but makes no mention of the potential to alter
main stem Issaquah Creek conveyance patterns. Based on this information, what are the impacts of the flow
patterns with regard to water storage and conveyance during flood events? Will the filling of a portion of
the floodplain impact the main stem Issaquah Creek conveyance patterns? Will the proposed South A
alignment, with flood and stormwater mitigation as shown in the DEIS, alter the high water elevation of
future floods in the Lewis Lane and Sycamore areas? Ifit is anticipated that the high water elevation of
future floods will be altered, by how much and where?

What needs to be clearly understood is that the flooding east of Front St. does NOT occur primarily due to
backwater conditions. In fact, 6% Avenue SE and the drainage ditches in the Lewis Lane area serve as
overflow channels for the main stem of Issaquah Creek. In the February 1996 flood, this water did mest
backwater at the approximate west property line of 1101 Lewis Lane SE at the peak of the flood.

The DEIS at p. 5-51 states that flooding along Issaquah Creek and its branches stems from sediment
deposit in the lower reaches that reduces flow capacity and loss of upstream flow detention areas. An
analysis is required as to how these factors will continue into the future with increased upstream
development and the increase in flooding potential along the Creek.

Mitigation Measures

With respect to mitigation identified for the South A alignment, the only information which could be found
in the DEIS is on pages 4-52 through 5-54 and on figures 2-5, 27, and 2-9. The text recommendations do
not appear to match the flood plain mitigation shown on the figures very well, as follows:

1. The one floodplain mitigation area to the west of the southern portion of the alignment is downstream
from the volumes displaced by the alignment fill. Consequently this floodplain mitigation area may
not serve its intended purpose, unless engineered channels are provided to direct flood waters to this
location. No channels are shown, but will likely have an environmental impact, requiring removal of
additional wetland or involving additional property taking. Are engineered channels proposed to direct
floodwaters to the mitigation area? If not, how will the mitigation area serve its purpose? If engineered
channels are to be provided an analysis is required of the impacts including but not limited to the
taking of additional wetlands and property. Will the mitigation shown work for al flooding events, or
only the 100 year flood?

2. The alternate concept, to locate the flood mitigation within the area around the Issaquah Creek side
channel restoration project designed by the Army Corps of Engineers (COE), is not shown or described
in sufficient detail to provide an understanding as to whether this solution is feasible or practical. Itis
our understanding that this COE project is an enhancement project to improve fisheries habitat, and
flooding mitigation for the Bypass must be carefully coordinated with the COE. It should also be
clearly understood that this alternate must be coordinated with the City of Issaquah Parks Department.
Consequently, the final EIS needs to clearly investigate this mitigation alternate with respect to the
other projects and plans for this area. A detailed description of the Issaquah Creek side channel
restoration needs to be provided. How does this project impact park lands?

3. The floodplain mitigation shown on the east side of the South A alignment does not meet the criteria
established in the text, since it is not to the west of the alignment. How is the floodplain mitigation on
the ease side of the South A alignment intended to provide mitigation in light of its location?

4. The stormwater pond at the NW comer of the South A alignment and the new Front St. alignment is
within the floodplain. (Exhibit E, Photo #96-02 attached) shows the location of this stormwater pond
under water during the 1996 flood event. Consequently any pond placed at this location will have to
be raised to detain roadway runoff. Ironically, the stormwater pond, which is intended to control
flooding by temporarily holding street runofY, will reduce flood storage area and contribute to flooding.
How is the stormwater pond intended to mitigate impacts when it is located the area flooded by the
1996 flood event? What other alternative sites have been considered? An analysis is required for each
site in relationship to its elevations and whether it will mitigate or contribute to flooding.

5. How will flood flow patterns, as described above, be affected by the South A alignment?
Issaquah Critical Area Standards

Chapter 18.10 of the Issaquah Municipal Code establishes critical area protections for flood hazard areas.
How will the project comply with the flood hazard regulations, with particular emphasis on section
10.10.540 Subsections A and F? :

Fish Habitat

Endangered and Threatened Fish Species are located in the project area and referenced primarily on pages
4-99 4-102, The DEIS was issued prior to the to the adoption of the Final Rules under Section 4(d) of the
Endangered Species Act. What is the impact of the adoption of the Final Rules on the project and on the
proposed mitigation measures?

How will the project impact fisheries and other environmental issues if a flood event occurs during
construction of the project?

Housing Impacts

The housing impacts are described in the EIS at page 4-136. Under Alternatives 1, 3 and 5 the project
would result in the displacement of up to 6 single family homes. The analysis of available housing in the
area at a comparable price is inadequate. A mere reference to real estate listings does not provide sufficient
detail to enable the decision maker to make a reasonable choice. An analysis should provide information as
to the risk of substantially increased costs if alternative housing cannot be provided and comparable
replacement housing has to be provided under the housing of last resort program. This is a time of
increased upward pressure on housing prices and that issue has not been addressed.

Summary

If the project proceeds, the undersigned support Alternative 4. Alternatives 1, 3 and 5 that use the South A
Alignment have the most significant adverse impacts that cannot be adequately mitigated. Alternative 4
results in a fill of about 1.5 acre-feet of the floodplain as compared to Alternatives 1,3 and 5 which result in
a substantially larger fill of 4.5 acre-feet. This is further compounded by the facts presented in this letter
that show that the flooding problems based on historical information is greater than disclosed in the Draft
EIS. In addition Alternative 4 does not result in any housing displacement but under Alternatives 1, 3 and 5
there is a substantial impact on housing . Alternative 4 clearly provided the best balance for environmental
concerns. ‘

Signatures and addresses attached.
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US GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
PEAK FLOW DATA

Station name : Issaquah Creek Near Hobart, Wash.

Station number: 12120600
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Peak flow data were retrieved from the
National Water Data Storage and Retrieval System (WATSTORE).
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SEATTLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
£.0. BOX C-373S5
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98124-2255

S JAw 30 1981

Hydrology and Hydraulics Branch

Mr. Charles L. Steele .
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Regional Center

Bothell, Washington 98201

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter is prompted by our review of photographic
documentation of the Issaquah Creek flood that occurred on
November 24, 1986. The photographs taken by Mr. Linn Emrich,
from his aircraft, provided excellent delineation of the flood
areas throughout the city of Issaquah, Washington. We understand
that you had an opportunity to view the same information.

of 2,950 cfs, to be on the order of a 10-25-year frequency event

In our review of the photographs, we transferred the November 1986
flood limits to our existing flood plain maps for the area, and
found that this flood essentially coincides with the 100-year flood
plain for Issaquah Creek throughout the photographed area.
Therefore, we have concluded that the 100-year flood plain appears
to be seriously understated on the existing flood insurance-rate
maps. Encroachment and development in the Issaquah Creek basin ma
be the cause for these changes in flood limits along ISSEEEEE—_“Nﬂ
Creek. R

wé estimate the November 1986 flood, with a peak discharge i

Due to extreme development pressures in the basin, we believe
a reanalysis of the Issaquah Creek flood plain and floodway should
be considered. If you have any questions on this subject, please
call Mr. Kenneth Pick at (206) 764-3661.

Sincerely,

Dttt 7 Fopran

R. P. Sellevold, P. E. Zé‘-—
_ Chief, Enginesring Division

Exsar
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

EXHIBIT D

Flooding Statement
August 14, 2000

I, Michael P. Adair, have lived at 1276 Front St. South, at
the intersection of Front St. South and 6™ Avenue SE in
Issaquah for most of my 48 years. My family moved onto
this land in 1905. Through these years the flooding has
changed significantly, most noticeably from the late 1980
to the most recent 1996 flood. I have witnessed increased
depths of water, larger volumes, more swift moving flows,
and increased frequency.

Through 1989-1990 we experienced 3 floods in an 18 month
period of time. At the peak of the November 9, 1990 flood
there were 2 feet plus of water flowing swiftly from
Issaquah Creek across Front St. South at 6™ Avenue SE.
This water flowed northward down 6™ Avenue SE completely
submerging the street in approximately 2.5 feet of water.

In our front yard we had approximately 1.5 to 2 feet of
water coming up to the top of the third step on our front
deck.

Thank you,

S ). o

Michael P. Aflair
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Color Photo Series taken 11/24/86
between 11:00 A.M. and 11:40 A.M.
at 600 to 900 feet altitude.
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Photo # 96-01  February 8, 1996
View looking east on Lewis St SE with 6 Ave SE under water
Photo # 96-03  February 8, 1996
View looking northeast on Lewis Lane SE just north of junction of Lewis St. SE

Photo # 96-02  February 8, 1996 1 = |
View looking cas:crcly on Lewis St. SE at junction of SE Lewis Lane E’_“E'_G '\_ & 4-
Photo # 96-04  February 8, 1996 T |
Looking eastward across Lewis Lane SE o) & \
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Photo # 96-05  February 8, 1996
Looking north on Lewis Lane SE

Photo # 96-07  February 8, 1996
Looking north on Lewis Lane SE near north end of street.
Note water flowing into ditch on left edge of photo.

Photo # 96-06  February 8, 1996 (s &
Looking south across Lewis Lane SE —
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Photo # 86-02  November 24, 1986
View looking northeast from porch of 1275 Front St. S. with
Issaquah-Hobart Road in distance during flood

Photo # 1/90-01 January 9, 1990
View looking south on 6™ Ave SE at junction with Issaquah-Hobart Road

Photo # 86-03  November 24, 1986
View looking northeast from porch of 1275 Front St. S. with
[ssaquah-Hobart Road in distance after flood

Photo # 1/90-02 January 9, 1990 L{'_% ol B
View of 6 Ave SE from Mike Adair’s drivewav (1276 Front St. South) e T

1
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Photo # 1/90-03 January 9, 1990 ¥
View of 6™ Avenue SE looking north at junction with Lewis St SE
Note high water mark on back of trailer

" ﬂ-1;$-> w

Photo # 86-01  November 24, 1986
View looking northerly from south side of Issaquah-Hobart Road to
Intersection with 6 Ave SE

(ewer & |
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Issaguah ENviRONMEN_T_gl Q_?P“,Ci.l

Q506 240TH SE + 1ISSAGQUAH, WA 9802

August 14, 2000

Robert Brock, Public Works Director RECEIVED
City of Issaquah .
P.C!‘)r_ Box 1307 AUG 15 2000

Issaquah, WA SB027 PUBLIC WORKS ENG
Jerry Alb, Director Environmental Services

Washington State Department of Transportation

Environmental Affairs Office

P.O. Box 47331

Olympia, WA 98504

Don Peterson
Federal Highway Administration
711 South Capitol Way, Suite 501
Olympia, WA 98501

Ron Paananen
King County Engineering Services
201 S. Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Loree Randall, Project Manager
Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Dear Mr. Brock, Mr. Alb, Mr. Peterson, Mr. Paananen, and Ms. Randall:

Enclosed please find copies of community concerns regarding the proposed SE
Issaquah Bypass. These and many similar comments were condensed to 4 or 5 words
on 4 pages following page 5-3 of the DEIS. (By the way, those severely edited
comments ran approximately 82 against, 34 for the Bypass—over 2.4:1.) We would like
these to be considered as public response to the Draft EIS for the proposed Bypass and
addressed as part of the Final EIS process.

Sincerely,

Barbara Shelton

Issaquah Environmental Council
9506 240" Ave. SE

Issaquah, WA 98027

Note: Included with this letter were copies of
numerous newspaper articles, letters to the editor, and
other comments on the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
project from the past several years. That material is not
reproduced here, however, the issues raised in press
coverage and editorial comments are addressed by the
analysis presented in the Southeast Issaquah Bypass
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
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CITY OF ISSAQUAH
in cooperation with
KING COUNTY and

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SOUTHEAST ISSAQUAH BYPASS
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PUBLIC HEARING: IDAHO FORMAT

August 1, 2000
5:00 p.m.

205 Mountain Park Boulevard SW
Issaquah, Washington

JACQUELINE L. BELLOWS, CCR
Court Reporter

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99 Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99
1 1 STATEMENT BY CONSTANCE LEAHY
2 APPEARANCES 2 CONSTANCE LEAHY: I live about four miles
3 3 south of town, just off the Hobart Road; and |
Moderator:
4 4 don"t feel that the EIS addresses any issues in
BOB BROCK
5 Public Works Director 5 the Hobart Valley whatsoever. We are already
City of Issaquah
6 Public Works/Engineering Department 6 choked with traffic. Having a bypass with
1775 12th Ave. NW
7 Issaquah, Washington 98027 7 three stoplights on it isn"t going to help.
8 8 You know, if you build it, they will come. So
9 9 there will be more traffic.
10 Court Reporter: JACQUELINE L. BELLOWS 10 1"m extremely concerned about getting
VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
11 101 Yesler Way, Suite 505 11 garbage trucks again. We had them before, some
Seattle, WA 98104
12 12 years ago. It was awful. The noise was
13 FoR Kk kK ok ok ok ok 13 horrendous. Just imagine getting stuck behind
14 14 one on a hot summer®s day. We don"t need that.
15 15 1 feel the noise also will affect the high
16 16 school and the Lake Tradition Plateau. We"re
17 17 supposed to be the trail head city. What good
18 18 is a trail head with traffic roaring by right
19 19 next to it.
20 20 I1"m worried about the air. The air in the
21 21 Hobart Valley, are you familiar with it?
22 22 MR. BROCK: 1"ve not been here more than a
23 23 year. 1°m somewhat familiar with it.
24 24 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Okay. Tiger Mountain
25 25 and Squak Mountain are very close together.
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339 101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99 Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99
1 I1t"s a narrow valley. The air quality there is 1 MR. BROCK: It"s an elementary school.
2 poor. We get winds from the south. We get God 2 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Elementary school,
3 knows what. We don"t have good air. Heavy 3 okay -- and wildlife. The EIS makes that seem
4 truck traffic is going make it much, much 4 completely insignificant. We already have a
5 worse. 5 road full of dead possums. We have possums out
6 Water -- we all have wells. What is all 6 there. We have deer. We have coyotes. We"ve
7 this paving going to do to the aquifer? We"re 7 got lizards. We have little snakes. We had
8 very concerned. Also the EIS states that 8 toads. We have all of these creatures who live
9 fertilizer and pesticides will be used 9 there. They"re part of our ecosystem. Nobody
10 sparingly. 1 don"t know what this means. When 10 gives a dam. Pave it over. Let Park Point put
11 you have a road like that, you"ve got 11 in 500 houses. How many cars is that every
12 fertilizer and pesticides if you"re going to 12 morning? Seven or eight hundred? Doesn"t that
13 landscape; but you also have runoff from the 13 Fill up the road before you even build it? So
14 road itself, from the oil and whatnot dropped 14 that bothers me.
15 on the roadway. And they"re going to build, as 15 1 also would like to know from somebody --
16 1 understand it a 1700-foot bridge over the 16 and 1 cannot get an answer -- what the plans
17 wetlands. So all this gunk is going to go down 17 are for the Hobart Valley. They built a huge
18 into the wetlands if there"s anything left 18 interchange down at Hobart Road and Highway 18.
19 alive iIn there after they finish building the 19 For what? Now, they®"re going to put this at
20 1700-foot bridge. 20 the other end. Our valley is zoned rural,
21 There will be disturbance, of course, to 21 which is a laugh because the County doesn"t
22 the neighborhood where it"s being built, to the 22 give a damn about what is rural and what isn"t.
23 high school, and the -- I guess it"s a middle 23 The EIS states that this road will make
24 school next door to it. | don"t know the 24 development south of Issaquah easier. 1 want
25 middle -- 25 to know what they®"ve got in mind. Are they
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B B B 1 regards to the EIS addressing development south
1 going to take this narrow valley with Issaquah
R B B 2 of town. It is outside the city and King
2 Creek running through it and put in a freeway
B L L B B 3 county is your only resource for --
3 with condominiums lining it on the sides? What
B B 4 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, they"ve been
4 have they got in mind? The EIS does not
B 5 trying to annex it for years.
5 address this. | don"t know what they"re
B 6 MR. BROCK: Well, that"s before my time;
6 talking about.
B B B 7 but there"s no current plans to do that.
7 1 think that the answer is Highway 18.
B 8 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, nonetheless, if
8 We"ve already got the right of way. Nobody
B B o 9 the City builds condominiums up to the city
9 lives on it. They can turn it into a freeway,
B B 10 limits, the next thing you know, we"ll have
10 and people can go that way. Putting all this
B B 11 sewers running down there into the valley; and
11 extra traffic through the city of Issaquah,
12 we" 1l get the whole ruddy mess. And I think
12 whether on Front Street or a bypass or Newport
B oL B 13 that the business in Redmond where the County
13 Way or whatever is ridiculous. Why? Put it
B 14 is allowing this massive development in a rural
14 around. It"s longer, but 1°1l bet you it"s
R B 15 area, calling it a self-contained community so
15 quicker. So anyway, my answer to all of this
oL 16 it"s okay, is a bunch of utter rot.
16 is just say no.
~ R 17 MR. BROCK: Yeah.
17 Five minutes?
18 CONSTANCE LEAHY: It means the planning
18 MR. BROCK: Well, that was good.
19 for King County planning is useless. What good
19 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Okay. Now, who are you?
B B 20 is it? How do you keep a rural anything?
20 MR. BROCK: 1"m the public works director
B 21 MR. BROCK: 1 think a lot of it goes back
21 for the city.
22 to growth management. 1"m not an expert on
22 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, that"s what 1
B B 23 that.
23 think of your project.
24 CONSTANCE LEAHY: That"s what 1™"m talking
24 MR. BROCK: Well, there®s lots of people
oL L B 25 about.
25 out there that have some similar opinions with
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10

1 MR. BROCK: 1"m learning little by little. 1 did not read the whole thing bit by bit.
2 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, it doesn"t seem 2 just in reading the front part of it, nobody
3 that plonking a huge development in the middle 3 seems to worry about the aquifer except me and
4 of a rural area is growth management. | 4 Ruth Keys. And I don"t know why they don"t.
5 thought they were supposed to attach it to the 5 MR. BROCK: Well, with regards to runoff
6 cities where the infrastructure is presumably 6 from the road, there are ponds with
7 already in place. You put it out here and 7 biofiltration. It"s not like it"s going to run
8 everything rural around it, they have to pave 8 off into the wetlands directly.
9 it all to get these people back and forth. 9 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Yeah, but what can live
10 MR. BROCK: Uh-huh. Yeah, the little 10 in that?
11 pockets that they"re creating like they did in 11 MR. BROCK: Within the pond itself?
12 North Bend is an interesting way around the -- 12 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Yes.
13 CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, it"s a way around 13 MR. BROCK: Well, 1 don"t know that
14 the law, but it does not do what it"s supposed 14 anything was intended to live, other than
15 to do. 15 plants.
16 MR. BROCK: Right. 16 CONSTANCE LEAHY: This is a biosystem.
17 CONSTANCE LEAHY: And I"m just afraid 17 1t"s going.
18 that"s going to happen to our valley. 18 MR. BROCK: Uh-huh.
19 MR. BROCK: Anything"s possible. A lot of 19 CONSTANCE LEAHY: We"re tearing it up for
20 your points are well taken. 1 think the 20 what? To take care of a bunch of commuters who
21 document, if you haven"t read the entire 21 are too lazy to drive around? My point is that
22 document, some of the things were 22 those of us who live here for years and years
23 specifically -- 23 and years, nobody cares about us. Pave it
24 CONSTANCE LEAHY: I went to the library. 24 over. We don"t care. We"ll get growth, more
25 1 spent about an hour and a half. Obviously, 1 25 taxes, more money in the coffers.
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MR. BROCK: Not for Issaquah. Maybe Maple
Valley.

CONSTANCE LEAHY: Maple Valley is worse.
It really is.

MR. BROCK: Well, that"s the root of the
problem, too many people living there without
places to work close to home. I1f we could get
jobs closer to home, that would be the solution
to many of the problems.

CONSTANCE LEAHY: I don"t know. 1"ve got
to go listen to what other people have to say.

MR. BROCK: 1°m sure there"s much more
interesting comments being made in there than
mine.

CONSTANCE LEAHY: Well, I™m sorry you
haven®t been around for a while. You don"t
remember what it was like having garbage
trucks.

MR. BROCK: Yeah, but I know what they

sound like empty, very noisy.

STATEMENT OF DAVID LUTZ

DAVID LUTZ: Well, 1 guess, 1'm not sure 1
have anything specific about the technical part
of that. It"s sounds, you know, like it was a
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forum to at least express thoughts. And mainly
my impression was there are a variety of
different bypass alternatives or no bypass at
all, and I"m not sure that that"s practical.

In any event, if the bypass does get
constructed, 1 guess, my preference is that --
my understanding is there are a variety of
either routes or sizes. And it sounds like one
of those choices is sort of a two-lane road
that"s not, a little more meandering, a little
less impactive, without stoplights along its
length, maybe a slower speed, but without the
stoplights. And that would be my preference, |
think. It just seems like 50 miles an hour
with a stoplight isn"t really any better than
35 without stoplights.

In fact, 1 have no idea how it would
impact air quality; but 1 would expect that
noise would be somewhat less, just because you
don"t have the starting and stopping going on
and probably a little less impact
environmentally, as well, just because you“re
not building a four-lane road, it"s a narrower
two-lane corridor and hopefully protects a
little bit of the nature of the city or what"s

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Draft Supplemental EIS

Comment Letters

page 168



Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99 e Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99 H
1 left it of it, anyway, because | get the 1 DAVID LUTZ: 1 understand. Okay.-
2 impression 18 ultimately, will hopefully be the 2 MR. BROCK: 1 appreciate the comments,
3 real bulk of what takes the major traffic 3 certainly, whether it"s made here or out there.
4 coming out of the Maple Valley and that area. 4 Or if you have additional things you think of,
5 You don"t hear a lot of discussion about 5 feel free that you do have until August 15th to
6 18 as being the major thoroughfare or directing 6 submit them in writing. But it sounds like you
7 traffic to that; but it seems like that"s 7 basically said the basics.
8 really, ultimately, when this is done, will be 8 DAVID LUTZ: That will work. Thank you.
9 the, a corridor for the majority of the traffic 9 1"11 join the anti-bypass love fest out there
10 coming up 18. Instead getting off on Hobart, 10 right now. Have a good day.
11 stay on 18 and get back onto 90 there. So that 11 MR. BROCK: Thank you.
12 was really all I had to add, nothing specific 12
13 about the technical nature of the EIS. 1 just 13 STATEMENT OF KRISTINE ADAIR
14 wanted to, for what"s it"s worth, throw my two 14 KRISTINE ADAIR: My name is Kristine
15 cents in -- 15 Adair. 1 live at 1276 Front Street South, and
16 MR. BROCK: Absolutely. 16 1"ve lived there since 1989. 1"m the wife of
17 DAVID LUTZ: -- which of the choices, 1 17 Michael Paul Adair, who has lived there since
18 guess. 18 he was born, 48 years ago.
19 MR. BROCK: Absolutely. The intent is to 19 1"m speaking for a family because 1
20 have all comments; but if they"re not of a 20 believe this is a part of your social impact in
21 technical nature, the response to the comments, 21 this draft EIS that needs to be more clearly
22 basically, would be an acknowledgment that 22 understood, perhaps. The six families that you
23 you®ve made the comment. And certainly, if 23 are looking to displace, two of them, directly,
24 there was a technical point to be addressed, 24 are our family. We"re neighbors. My husband®"s
25 then there would have to be a response to that. 25 mother, who would not be potentially bought out
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1 or it is not shown that she would be gone, 1 healthy blend of families: Different income
2 whichever way this bypass goes, it"s going to 2 levels, different age levels. And you really
3 leave her facing the intersection that you"re 3 seek that to have a real copacetic community.
4 creating, along with her neighbor, my husband"s 4 And we"re trying to build our new developments
5 uncle. So you“re dealing on a social level 5 to enhance that and encourage that. And down
6 with a very, very deep-rooted family background 6 in this Southeast Sixth neighborhood, you
7 in an area. 7 already have that.
8 And whereas, if you were looking to 8 You have a community of young people who
9 eliminate maybe one member of a family, you 9 bought there, because they wanted a quiet place
10 would trust that they have a circle that can 10 to begin raising their families, because it was
11 support them. But what"s happening -- and it"s 11 a little bit more like rural-town America that
12 going to happen -- is that an entire family, 12 they had seen. There were real primary reasons
13 old people, young people -- I consider myself 13 why they chose to live in these places. If you
14 still a young people -- the whole family is not 14 take alternative A, some of these young
15 going. They"re going to be at the mercy of a 15 families are going to be gone. 1 mean, there-s
16 very strong, strong stressor in their life. 16 one family that they just had a new baby, and
17 This can not be easily overlooked in the 17 they"I1l be out of there. And then their
18 decision on where the weight or where the 18 neighbors, right across the fence, will be
19 weight of price pays into the decision between 19 faced with -- they already have asthma
20 alternative A or alternative B, | mean 20 problems, and they"re going to be faced with
21 alternative 4 or not. 21 years and years of ongoing real construction,
22 MR. BROCK: Right. 22 right in their area and then the pollution.
23 KRISTINE ADAIR: The other thing that 1 23 And they never would have bought, because of
24 want to make a comment on here is the fact that 24 those health concerns, that close. 1 mean,
25 what a healthy neighborhood is made up of is a 25 they were very specific.
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1 So I"m just saying you can"t take lightly 1 know. A purge feels more like it.
2 the impact that taking that South A SPAR, South 2 MR. BROCK: Sure. Absolutely.
3 A route, would have on a community. And I can 3 KRISTINE ADAIR: Okay. That"s all.
4 tell you from the bottom of my heart, 1 will 4 MR. BROCK: Okay. That"s great.
5 not be bought out cheaply, not with what 1 know 5 KRISTINE ADAIR: Thank you very much.
6 we"re going to have to deal with with my 6 MR. BROCK: 1 appreciate it.
7 family. So it"s not going to be a cheap buyout 7
8 for anybody if they choose to take that. 8 STATEMENT OF DAVID EDFELDT
9 But I believe that the suggestion not to 9 DAVID EDFELDT: Hi.
10 go route B, shows that there is a good heart 10 MR. BROCK: Hi.
11 towards us. 1"m just trying to emphasize it. 11 DAVID EDFELDT: 1"m Dave Edfeldt. Okay.
12 MR. BROCK: Absolutely. 12 1"m long-time Issaquah resident. 1"ve lived
13 KRISTINE ADAIR: Okay. It just feels like 13 here for 22 years and have watched a number of
14 that deals with the social impacts. 14 projects go afoul around here: Everything
15 MR. BROCK: That sounds like the crux of 15 from, you know, the development where the
16 the comments are really to make sure that the 16 skyport used to be to the residence
17 issues about the alignment that would impact 17 developments up on the plateau.
18 you, the social impacts, are addressed. 18 1"m gravely concerned that is not going to
19 KRISTINE ADAIR: That"s right. And that 19 meet the needs that it"s supposed to be
20 they realizes that isn"t the one, you know, 20 fulfilling. 1 live down Hobart Road. 1%m, you
21 that is not -- it"s different when a whole 21 know, fully familiar with the traffic situation
22 goes. | mean, it"s a whole family. 22 on Hobart Road. It is something that has ebbed
23 MR. BROCK: Right. 23 and flowed in density. It has been, actually,
24 KRISTINE ADAIR: That"s very different 24 much better since a couple of summers ago when
25 than one member or one portion of a family, you 25 people®s behaviors changed and they discovered
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how much faster it was to go around. It was 1 plan to be put on that hill; but, you know,
2 really pretty bad. Things got backed up when 2 putting this road that"s going to end up being
3 you were building the bridge. 3 four lanes wide to accommodate traffic in
4 MR. BROCK: Right. 4 there, you might as well as just say, okay,
5 DAVID EDFELDT: People started finding 5 Issaquah™s no longer connected to this
6 other routes. Things have been better since 6 mountain.
7 then. So it"s convinced me that there are 7 It"s one of the few really good wetlands
8 people that now know, well, the road"s open 8 left in that part of the valley. You know what
9 through town. But they haven™t chosen to go 9 happens to the flood issues around here if
10 back that way. They"ve chosen to continue 10 there"s not a place that acts like a sponge.
11 using another route, because it"s been open for 11 So you"ve already seen that development problem
12 quite a long time now. 12 happen on, you know, the north fork of Issaquah
13 So I"m not convinced that it"s going to 13 Creek as it runs along the interstate. Now,
14 make that improvement. | think it"s going to 14 that creek, I know, that they“re talking about
15 make some horrendous differences in the fabric 15 this year it"s going up and down. It went up
16 of this community. 1%ve seen what"s happened 16 and down when they built the interstate, if you
17 to the plateau. It"s basically destroyed the 17 remember. That"s when it first got screwed up.
18 plateau. 1 think the way this thing is going 18 It took tons of money and time and effort to
19 to happen, it"s going separate town from, you 19 try to recover there. And it"s just gotten
20 know, Tiger Mountain resource, which 1 think is 20 better, and now it"s going to get trashed
21 one of the features that people still feel like 21 again, because what"s happening with the
22 it is unique in this community. This is going 22 development on the side.
23 to be a schism that 1 don"t how you®re going to 23 1"m just deeply concerned about what"s
24 be able to fix. 24 going to happen, even if you put in retention
25 I recognize that there"s a development 25 ponds. It"s not the same sort of thing as a
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1 real live wetland that absorbs water the way 1 the middle of the valley, you know, it"s 180
2 it"s supposed to. |If you look at that valley, 2 degrees dissipation. This is going to be a
3 once you"ve put this thing in place and 3 reflector, you know, up to the people who live
4 encourage people to try that as an avenue to 4 on the hillside now. | don"t think they"ve
5 get to 90 again and encourage development 5 tuned in to what that"s going to do.
6 downstream Issaquah Creek currently is still in 6 And 1°m deeply concerned about, you know,
7 relatively pristine condition. It actually 7 1-90 now is already beginning to back up from,
8 would be a great salmon river if they do 8 you know, further uphill. When you hit three,
9 something about the hatchery and let the fish 9 any time you get three exits in a row as close
10 through. When they do let the fish through, 1 10 as these three are put together, you get the
11 can tell, they just go up and do well 11 back baffling that occurs. And you're already
12 naturally, because 1"ve seen them up there. 12 going to see that with what"s coming off the
13 But 1 realize that that"s a slightly 13 hill. You know, it"s not going to be a good
14 unrelated issue, but it"s key as far as I™m 14 exit. What people will do, if they"re like me,
15 concerned, because as soon as you start 15 they"re going to go the furthest upstream they
16 allowing that development down there, you"ll 16 can to enter into the clog. They don"t want to
17 end up with even more of a fluctuation in water 17 sit on the freeway. So you do arterials as far
18 level. It"s just going to destroy what"s left 18 up as you can. So you"re still going to have
19 of that estuary or that water drainage system. 19 people going around up as far on Newport as
20 1 don"t know that the people on Squak 20 they can, because that"s the best way to get on
21 Mountain are aware that if they build this 21 the freeway. So I don"t think it"s going solve
22 thing over there, that it"s a basin there. 22 the problem downtown.
23 It"s basically a parabola that"s going to be 23 1 realize my time"s up. In terms of cross
24 reflecting noise up towards the people that 24 flow traffic, 1 really don"t understand. 1
25 live on Squak Mountain. Now, traffic through 25 understand that the City owns the, beside the
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1 Mexican restaurant, where there®s a stub road 1 council that 1 like are the ones that are on

2 there and there®s an underpass under the 2 the council when this is happening. It"s just,

3 freeway. 1 don"t understand why the City 3 this is a horrible thing. And that"s my
4 hasn®"t pursued opening that up as an avenue 4 comments.

5 across town, you know. Basically, you could 5 MR. BROCK: Okay. Great. We are studying

6 take Front Street, turn Front Street into the 6 next year the undercrossing, and it isn"t

7 thoroughfare through, into the route that cars 7 actually a City right of way under there.

8 that want to get up onto the freeway, you know, 8 DAVID EDFELDT: It isn"t?

9 cycle that way. It would be a better way to 9 MR. BROCK: It potentially could be. We
10 handle and manage the traffic. 10 own the railroad right of way up to Gilman but
11 Last meeting with everybody, the idea came 11 not between Gilman and the freeway yet.

12 up of filtering cars coming off of 18. 1 think 12 Potentially it is something we could do.

13 a simple reminder there of, it"s going to take 13 DAVID EDFELDT: There are businesses on
14 you this long if you go down Hobart Road, it"s 14 the other side.

15 going to take you this long if you go around 15 MR. BROCK: But we are proposing to study

16 18, would be enough to help those people make 16 to see if that"s a viable alternative.

17 an intelligent decision. That could easily be 17 DAVID EDFELDT: Good. It seems like such
18 done, like the guys do with the traffic reports 18 a no-brainer. You could get three lanes under
19 now. It"s, you know, that"s something that can 19 there without doing any construction work.

20 be computerized and easily picked up with some 20 MR. BROCK: We"re not necessarily looking
21 simple monitors. 21 at that in the context of the bypass or the
22 I1"m very against this project. |1 really 22 interchange. It"s mostly because we need a
23 feel like we"re about to destroy the last 23 third place to get across the freeway.

24 vestige of what"s good in this town. 1 can"t 24 DAVID EDFELDT: Right. You do. But it
25 believe that, you know, some people in this 25 all ties in. 1 mean, part of what"s bad about
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1 that one is people waiting get on and off 90, 1 DAVID EDFELDT: So when you say it"s
2 that"s what creating part of the flow problems 2 factual, 1 think the emotion is a critical
3 you“ve got. To have another way across town 3 fact.
4 would make a huge difference. 4 MR. BROCK: But you"re not picking up on
5 MR. BROCK: It would. Thanks for your 5 there are two separate issues here. One is,
6 comments. 6 there is a draft environmental document.
7 DAVID EDFELDT: Sure. 7 DAVID EDFELDT: Right.
8 There was a pretty big backlash reaction 8 MR. BROCK: And the legal side to that
9 by people when they heard we were going to this 9 says that you must put the document out for a
10 Idaho format. 10 public comment period and either have a verbal
11 MR. BROCK: This is what it would have 11 or written opportunity to say, this is wrong,
12 been. 1 don"t know if it would have been this 12 you didn"t address this issue or didn"t address
13 room or another one, but certainly we would 13 this issue adequately. And that®s really what
14 have accommodated at least another two or three 14 -- 1 mean, what"s going to happen is, your
15 chairs, so that somebody could come in and sit. 15 comments will somehow get translated into two
16 But the intent was not to have the, necessarily 16 or three key issues that you addressed. And
17 inject the emotional side. It"s a 17 those will be responded to in the document.
18 factual-based process. 18 1 mean, somebody could just sit here and
19 DAVID EDFELDT: Well, it"s factual based, 19 say, I"m opposed to the project. And the
20 but the reality is, it"s an emotional -- you 20 comment back in the final document is going to
21 know, you are truly talking about the 21 say, your comments are acknowledged. But if
22 community. 22 you say, | oppose it because you haven"t
23 MR. BROCK: Absolutely and that"s 23 addressed adequately social/economic issues,
24 something the council ultimately has to take 24 then that has to be addressed and indicated how
25 into account. 25 that issue is or is not addressed in it.
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1 DAVID EDFELDT: So is that part of what"s 1 Then the council is supposed to take the
2 dealt with in the impact statement is the 2 emotional and economic and social issues into
3 impact on community and community treasures? 3 account before they make a decision to build
4 MR. BROCK: Whether or not that"s 4 the project. That"s all pieces of the puzzle.
5 adequately addressed -- there are comments, | 5 DAVID EDFELDT: Right.
6 believe, in the document that address that; but 6 MR. BROCK: And 1 think there®s a tendency
7 whether or not they"re adequate, is subject to, 7 to intermix the two.
8 you know, input. 8 DAVID EDFELDT: One of the critical things
9 DAVID EDFELDT: Well, but if they"re not, 9 that a community, in a community is
10 if those are not addressed in the final thing 10 understanding the other members of your
11 is something of concern. They need to be. And 11 community"s feelings about issues.
12 what 1°m hearing you say is that that"s not 12 MR. BROCK: Right.
13 what®s being considered here. It"s just the 13 DAVID EDFELDT: Okay? If I"m talking to
14 facts. 14 you in here and what 1 say is distilled down to
15 MR. BROCK: But that is a fact. That"s a 15 only a statistic as part of one line, how does
16 fact-based statement. |1"m just saying that an 16 my community know what I feel on that?
17 emotional person getting up and speaking very, 17 MR. BROCK: Well, your entire transcribed
18 very emotionally in a public hearing like is 18 comment®s in the record. And then it"s up to
19 going on in the other room, you"re indication 19 the respondents, meaning the staff that we have
20 was that the council needs to hear that. And 20 and the consultants, to distill those comments
21 maybe they do, but from the context of what 21 down to those that are relevant to the draft
22 we"re trying to do here, draft environmental 22 document.
23 statement, factual comments that are either 23 DAVID EDFELDT: Right.
24 adequately or not adequate, that"s what that 24 MR. BROCK: And they have to do that.
25 whole process is about. 25 That"s the only way --
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1 DAVID EDFELDT: So my community, for them 1 my neighbor told me about it.

2 to get the way 1 personally feel, emotionally, 2 MR. BROCK: We sent out some 2300

3 about how this is going to impact my life, 3 postcards.

4 being a long-time citizen of Issaquah, is 4 DAVID EDFELDT: Okay. What I*m telling

5 filtered through the person who takes this 5 you is --

6 transcription? 1 don"t think that"s valid. 6 MR. BROCK: 1 know. That"s a valid

7 You know, 1 think that, 1 want my peers to hear 7 comment. But I know they went out in the mail.

8 my feelings. Okay? You know, so I think that 8 And if they got delivered or not or if they,

9 a public hearing of what your community feels 9 you know -- I"m not saying it happened in your
10 about an issue is an extremely important part 10 case, but I know I"ve had cases where things
11 of what"s going on. Okay? And what other 11 are just a postcard in the mail and you get a
12 forum is there? We had a meeting at the high 12 lot of mail and you may have missed it. 1%ve
13 school that, you know, I don"t think was 13 done it before myself.

14 particularly well advertised. 1 don"t think 14 DAVID EDFELDT: I understand. But what
15 this was particularly well advertised. 15 1"m saying is, that -- and | appreciate the
16 MR. BROCK: Really? 16 postcards. But in terms of public -- you know,
17 DAVID EDFELDT: Really. 1 don"t. 1 17 1 didn"t see this heavily advertised in the
18 picked it up through -- 18 press --
19 MR. BROCK: Weren®"t you on the mailing 19 MR. BROCK: You didn"t read the newspaper
20 list? 20 articles?
21 DAVID EDFELDT: On your mailing list? | 21 DAVID EDFELDT: I"ve read newspaper
22 should be. 1 didn"t receive a thing from you 22 articles, but 1 didn"t read them in that
23 guys, and I"ve spoken at the Issaquah hearing 23 context. | read them more in terms of the
24 and wrote my name down there. 1 didn"t get a 24 letters from the editors and things like that.
25 thing from you guys. 1 mean, | heard because 25 We all filter things our own ways. So, | mean,
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1 1"m reading that, you know, 1*m looking at one 1 wide with, you know, 7-11"s and the whole nine
2 set of articles and not the other. 2 yards. I1t"s got that feel to it, you know.
3 MR. BROCK: 1 can"t respond other than the 3 And it didn"t have that feel before. Before,
4 fact that I know how many we mailed, and we"ve 4 it looked a little bit more like the, whatever,
5 had a very high response of E-mails, letters, 5 Westlake Boulevard that just zips up the hill.
6 and responses. And for whatever reasons, there 6 MR. BROCK: Lakemont?
7 are going to be those who either didn"t pick up 7 DAVID EDFELDT: Lakemont, yeah, where it"s
8 on it or didn"t get the postcard. 8 just simple -- that"s what it looked like
9 Anyway, it"s important to have both sides, 9 before.
10 the emotional and the factual stuff. The real 10 MR. BROCK: Yeah.
11 basis -- and 1 can tell you, the intermingling 11 DAVID EDFELDT: For those of us who, the
12 of the two things, the intent of this process 12 first time around, looked at this and reasoned
13 is to —- 13 and tried to consider and, you know, this is
14 DAVID EDFELDT: Another thing, that"s 14 looking like a shift that wasn"t in the first
15 created a bit of a problem for the community, 15 discussion that"s suddenly in the second
16 too, is that things seem to shift over time, 16 discussion. If you®"re not paying attention all
17 you know. Impacts, the initial drawings go up, 17 the time, suddenly you end up with a beast
18 and then they"re modified. And this latest set 18 that"s not even close to what you started with.
19 of drawings seems pretty different from what we 19 MR. BROCK: It kind of depends on how far
20 originally talked about, you know. The 20 back you go. 1 know that the four
21 original idea was just this, you know, go 21 alternatives, the two A, B, AB, AA, BB, and BA,
22 around town. And now I"m looking at the three 22 were around for several years.
23 lights. It"s got a very different feel to me. 23 DAVID EDFELDT: Oh, the path --
24 1 mean, it"s looking like another major 24 MR. BROCK: The SS thing, the pass was
25 thoroughfare that will someday be four lanes 25 there, the twist was there with the signals and
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1 what have you. There"s only really one. 1 DAVID EDFELDT: When you get to the

2 There"s a signal at the south end. There"s a 2 freeway, you"re backed up because you can"t get

3 signal where, if and when Park Point goes in. 3 on the freeway because it"s backed up.

4 And then, of course, there has to be a signal 4 MR. BROCK: And if the freeway"s backed

5 at the interchange. 5 up, that"s --

6 DAVID EDFELDT: Well, 1711 tell you when 6 DAVID EDFELDT: Which is what the

7 Park Point will go in: When that signal®s 7 situation is on Front Street right now.

8 there, they"ll be there. 8 MR. BROCK: Right.

9 MR. BROCK: Well, we"re not putting the 9 DAVID EDFELDT: If the Front Street lights
10 signal in -- the project. 10 worked and everybody could turn on and away you
11 DAVID EDFELDT: I understand that. But if 11 go, it wouldn®"t be a problem. But you"re going
12 it's, you know, laid out for that signal to be 12 to have the same problem on this road, you
13 there, they"ll put it there. 13 know. So it"s not going to make the change you
14 MR. BROCK: If they build, they will have 14 want.

15 to put it there. You get to a point building a 15 Well, 1 hope you listen. Take care.
16 road, that if the road"s build, Park Point goes 16 MR. BROCK: Thank you.
17 in. They"ll build the signal, and all the 17
18 signals are going to be coordinated. 1 know 18 STATEMENT OF CLAIRE HAYES
19 what you"re saying. And 1 totally agree from 19 CLARE HAYES: Clare Hayes, 16610 246th
20 that standpoint that it looks like something, 20 Place Southeast, lIssaquah, 98027.
21 but you can make it more like a bypass by 21 And 1 guess one of the main things that 1
22 coordinating the signals to where, if you're 22 feel, in the EIS, it gave all the bypass things
23 driving in the morning, 35 miles an hour, and 23 that were looked at before the bypass was
24 you"re in a queue of cars, you"re going to make 24 chosen as the alternative to follow. And they
25 it. And there will be -- 25 looked at all different types of roads and
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different areas, but route 18 was not mentioned
as proposing that the state be urged to
complete this soon as possible as a method of
getting commuter traffic through to where
they"re trying to get to, which is obviously
1-90.

Being a part of the water quality tests
that were done about seven years ago in the
aquifer area, my property was tested by the
state and by the city at regular intervals.

And I"m very well aware of the water quality
concerns of many of the people that have spoken
and that the EIS I don"t believe has addressed
correctly or entirely in regards to pollutants
that would be impacting the wetlands, plus the
wetlands that will be changed by covering them,
filling in parts of them. You can build new
wetlands, but a new wetland is not going to
react the same way. This is my business, and 1
understand how they work. A new one takes
many, many years to be able to accomplish the
function of an existing first-class wetland,
which this area is.

The noise mitigation in the EIS on the
proposed routes that most obviously, at least
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at this point, look like they might be the BB
routes, the mitigation on the noise level was
not addressed well. In fact, they said there"s
no mitigation. |1 don"t feel the EIS is compete
without addressing this completely, because the
schools are affected, the neighborhoods are
affected. And you know, to just ignore it, it
does not seem to be a complete EIS.

The steep slope issue, when you go into
what is called "a forest land,” and you“re
cutting into what they have stated in the EIS
are areas where there are springs and things
like that, living in an area that has the same
type of thing and watching the results of that,
1 know that this has not been addressed well.
And I don"t feel that at this point the EIS is
complete enough to be able to say that, you
know, all of the things have been mitigated,
that this should be a go.

1 feel that this should not be a go. |
don"t think you can address the fact that once
you take away the frontage of the mountain and
turn it into pavement, that you can ever have
that same natural function for the wildlife and
for the water. And just I think that this
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1 should be a no-build alternative. And you 1 somewhat intimidated in that forum. And even
2 know, it"s hard sitting across from you saying 2 those that are in favor or opposed could be
3 that. 3 inspired to speak if they felt somewhat
4 MR. BROCK: No. That"s fine. 4 intimidated.
5 CLARE HAYES: But these are my feelings. 5 Not everybody feels that they want to take
6 You can®"t undo what is taken apart, and these 6 the time and write all their things out into
7 are too important to our area. We"re screaming 7 a --
8 about other lands taking away their forests, 8 CLARE HAYES: 1 went through the EIS. And
9 their natural resources. And yet here we"re 9 1 wrote down the things, but 1 neglected to get
10 doing something for somebody that is not even a 10 the pages. Then I realized that you were
11 part of the city, and that"s the commuter. 11 supposed to have the pages.
12 1 also feel that the impact of the money 12 MR. BROCK: Yeah.
13 is too great a use for money for the citizens 13 CLARE HAYES: And then I couldn™t go back
14 of Issaquah to be putting out for commuters. 14 and get the EIS again, because it was only a
15 So that basically is my feeling on it. 15 five-day limit. So I"'m on my way out of town
16 MR. BROCK: That"s great. |1 didn"t get a 16 now.
17 chance to do what 1 normally do up front; and 17 MR. BROCK: Well, this is only the first.
18 that was just to basically to indicate that 18 There"s still two additional weeks. If you
19 we"re doing the same thing in here that you"ve 19 feel --
20 heard going on out there. And this is just an 20 CLARE HAYES: 1 don"t feel that that's
21 opportunity to do it on a little less formal -- 21 going to change.
22 CLARE HAYES: 1 felt that 1°d rather state 22 MR. BROCK: 1f you felt the need of some
23 it here. 23 other comments came up that you felt like you
24 MR. BROCK: And that really was what the 24 wanted to submit, this is not the only
25 original intent was, because people can be 25 opportunity. There is still the additional
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1 timeframe to submit anything in writing. Don"t 1 to get done.

2 hesitate. 2 MR. BROCK: Yeah, it did.

3 CLARE HAYES: I was originally for it. 3 CLARE HAYES: But when they did it, it
4 MR. BROCK: 1 thought so. 1 knew you came 4 took care of a lot of problems that probably

5 and changed over the last few months. 5 would have not been taken care of.

6 Certainly this is obviously an emotional issue, 6 MR. BROCK: Not having lived here, 1%ve

7 and the council has very a difficult decision 7 driven it several times. It looks very nice.

8 when they get to the point -- 8 1 don"t know --

9 CLARE HAYES: 1°m aware of that. 9 CLARE HAYES: There were so many wetland
10 MR. BROCK: -- of deciding whether to 10 issues and lake issues and things like that,
11 build the project. And obviously, if they 11 you know, they finally did address in a very
12 decide to build it, whatever route they take 12 good way, | think.

13 has to have the appropriate, you know, 13 MR. BROCK: It cost them a lot more money,
14 mitigations for it; or I think it will be 14 1 think.
15 challenged. That"s the bottom line. It has to 15 CLARE HAYES: You know, sometimes there
16 be appropriately mitigated. 16 are irreplaceable things.
17 CLARE HAYES: Right. 17 MR. BROCK: That"s true.
18 MR. BROCK: But getting to that point of 18 CLARE HAYES: Do you have a heart
19 decision will be something that they will be 19 transplant or do you say, die, because you
20 significantly challenged with. 20 don"t have the money?
21 CLARE HAYES: Well, 111 still be here, 21 MR. BROCK: Yeah, absolutely.
22 you know, whatever the decision is. | just 22 CLARE HAYES: You find the money if you
23 hope that"s it"s -- if it"s go ahead, it"s the 23 really feel it"s important.
24 best that can be done, even if takes putting it 24 MR. BROCK: Yeah, and that"s part of the
25 off for a number of years. Lakemont took years 25 council™s decision. They will do, knowing
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that, if they come back later and build it, it
will cost, you know, maybe two or three times
as much.

CLARE HAYES: Maybe that wouldn®"t be bad.

MR. BROCK: Maybe it wouldn"t. 1t will be
interesting to hear how they reason out and
rationalize the decision.

CLARE HAYES: Yes. When will that be?

MR. BROCK: Right now, it"s looking like
maybe January. All these comments will be
transcribed, responded to by the staff. Then
we" 1l come probably after the holidays. 1
don"t think we want to try and do this until
maybe early January.

CLARE HAYES: 1°11 be at the meetings.
1711 be at the transportation meeting, too.

MR. BROCK: You"ll get updates there, but
there will certainly be some opportunities to
have some additional input prior to then. 1
don*"t know for a fact, but the council
certainly has the option of calling an
additional meeting if they feel like they want
to secure some additional input.

CLARE HAYES: If they have the strength

and stamina for it. | really, I feel for the
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people that are working on this as their job,
you know, because that"s their job.

MR. BROCK: Right. And we have to sort of
try to put that aside and say, okay, we just
focus on trying to do what we were charged to
do. And that is do it the best we can; and if
the council chooses to build it, fine. |If not,
we "1l feel like we spent a lot of time for
naught, but on the other hand, we"re still
doing our job.

CLARE HAYES: That"s what you"re supposed
to be doing.

MR. BROCK: Absolutely.

CLARE HAYES: Thank you very much.

MR. BROCK: Thanks, Clare.

STATEMENT OF JACKIE THOMAS

JACKIE THOMAS: Thank you. [1"ve been a
resident of Issaquah since the early 1990°s.
And I don"t know too much about the bypass, but
just from reading and listening to people --
and | enjoyed sitting in the open forum area.

My concern with the bypass is | understand
that two thirds of the traffic that will use

Front Street is pass-through traffic, and the
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1 bypass is 1.3 miles long and is going to have 1 more time if you want to keep talking.
2 at least three stop lights. And | think this 2 JACKIE THOMAS: No, that"s it. Thank you
3 defeats the very purpose of a bypass, to have 3 very much for the opportunity.
4 the stop lights. 1 mean, they"re going to 4
5 impede the flow-through traffic. So 1 don"t 5 STATEMENT OF KAYE GATES
6 feel it"s a true bypass. I don"t feel it is 6 KAYE GATES: 1 haven"t studied the EIS, so
7 succeeding in its original purpose, by virtue 7 I have to say right up front, I'm here to go on
8 of having these. If additional development 8 the record as | have done many times and
9 comes in, I mean, where is the valley? 9 places. I just would like to say that I feel
10 That"s what 1 wanted to say. | think it 10 very strongly that the public is against this
11 should be farther east. 1 think 18 should be 11 bypass and myself included is against it
12 expanded to four lanes. There should be 12 because they feel that it is a quantitative
13 signage at the bypass area, i.e., Front Street 13 leap. There are times, you know, in the
14 and Hobart, indicating that it"s faster to go 14 development of an area where something happens,
15 over to 18. That might encourage people to do 15 like a quantitative leap, like 1-90 going in.
16 it. People adapt very easily. They are 16 I grew up here sans highway. |1 remember when
17 learning. With the 520 bridge out, 20,000 17 they were studying how to put, you know, an
18 vehicles dropped off the commute in just a 18 overpass over by Eastgate before there was one.
19 matter of a day or two. So people will adjust, 19 This is a leap in the wrong direction, and
20 and 1 think we should encourage them to go to 20 the reason for that 1 feel is that it serves
21 18, where it is a regional problem. 21 more the needs of through traffic. 1 feel very
22 MR. BROCK: Absolutely. 22 strongly that it has not, no one has proven to
23 JACKIE THOMAS: That"s what I wanted to 23 me that this will, in the long run, solve
24 say. 24 Issaquah®s traffic problems. Issaquah has seen
25 MR. BROCK: Okay. You have quite a bit 25 nothing compared to what we"re going to see.
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1T you go try to go shopping in Issaquah on a
Saturday morning, it"s almost impossible to get
around.

The bypass is going to fix only rush hour
at certain times of the morning; and on Front
Street it"s going to increase noise, incredible
pollution, garbage trucks. It"s a major, major
issue, garbage trucks. 1 want that in writing
to the whole community, how they“re going to
mitigate garbage trucks stopping at how many
lights and starting again. The garbage trucks
stopping and starting are heavy-duty pollution.

So I feel, yes, very strongly about there
should not be a bypass. And it"s mainly
because | don"t see it serving the needs of
Issaquah. 1 see Issaquah eventually sandwiched
between 1-90 and whatever they®re going call
it. We"re going to be this little village with
incredible smog problems because of the
topography of the land. 1 have no idea how
they are going to mitigate that.

The other thing is that I really believe
what"s going to happen is, indeed, they will be
able to document, after the bypass comes in,

more traffic. |1 guess what they"ll do is a
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traffic study documenting that it needs to be a
bigger road. Have you ever seen a documented
need for a bigger road when a bigger road
hasn"t gone in? Then, when they will have the
documentation, they will probably make Hobart
Road bigger. 1t"s all part of this plan. And
1 feel like, 1 feel very sad. 1 think for
Issaquah, basically, this is it. This is going
to be where, you know, it all -- if it does
everything that people are talking about.

1 also want to say, just as a citizen now,
why 1 didn"t speak up in front, that 1 have
been really insulted by some of the ways this
has been handled. 1 have come to these things
and talked to these people front of maps, you
know, a lot of these little open houses. And
they look straight at you and they say, we just
guarantee that this will not bring more traffic
into this valley. 1 know we"ve documented that
there will be no more further traffic. That
will not happen. It just won"t happen. They
look you straight in the eye. This is an
insult. This is a real insult. These people
know the writing is on the wall. That"s why

they are here.
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So | want to hear about the noise
mitigation. 1 want to hear about the pollution
mitigation. 1 want it to be really specific as
to garbage trucks.

MR. BROCK: Very good. Thank you. Just
one last thing, | think you owe it to yourself
to check the draft document and review those
sections. This is not to comment or anything
on whatever comments you®"ve made. You“ve made
valid comments. It"s just so you can be an
informed citizen.

KAYE GATES: All right.

MR. BROCK: 1 think you owe it to yourself
to at least peruse the document as to the level
of detail which is there. There is a lot of
information in there addressing your concerns
about fully mitigating noise and pollution.

KAYE GATES: Thank you.

STATEMENT BY DOUGLAS PATER

DOUGLAS PATER: 1"m hear to support the
south bypass project. [1°m Douglas Pater, 120
Sunset Way West, apartment 203, Issaquah
Washington 980277. Do you need a phone number?

MR. BROCK: If you signed the sheet,
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that"s fine.

DOUGLAS PATER: 1 strongly support the
southeast bypass project.

MR. BROCK: Great.

DOUGLAS PATER: It would eliminate some of
the traffic on Front Street. The traffic is
real bad where 1"m standing on the corner
waiting for the light, pressing the button for
the light to change. You know, | notice.

MR. BROCK: It takes a while.

DOUGLAS PATER: I mean, as I"m waiting,
you know, I watch. |1 see the size, how many
vehicles there are on Front Street and how they
are, especially during the rush hour,
especially where | cross near the salmon
hatchery, especially when school®s in session.
Traffic is even heavier when they"re out of
school for summer. It"s worse at that time.

MR. BROCK: 1Is it really?

DOUGLAS PATER: Well, school gets out at
2:20 in the afternoon, and the traffic just
keeps getting heavy. And also I think it will
be nice to have the Southeast Bypass when they
start construction on it in 2000.

MR. BROCK: Well, it depends. We have to
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get to a point of decision; and when it starts,
it the final choice is to build it, it will not
start until probably 2001. It still has some
funding issues that have to be resolved.

DOUGLAS PATER: 17"ve lived here in
Issaquah for 11 years, April of 1989, since |
lived at that address, | never seen traffic
this bad in downtown Issaquah.

MR. BROCK: Getting worse?

DOUGLAS PATER: Getting worse as more new
people drive, drive vehicles, buy new cars and
everything. Especially when you"re going to
the grocery store, you see them line up
sometimes when they go shopping. The traffic,
just especially on the other side of Front
Street, going toward Gilman, becomes heavy,
sometimes when 1 take my walks in downtown
Issaquah here to go to up to Target. And then
as | take the bus on other side to go to
Costco, the traffic is even heavier over in
that area, too. And I"ve seen it, sometimes
when 1"ve gone up on the plateau to Pine Lake,
up by the Pine Lake Shopping Center and up to
the Highland Shopping Center, when 1*m on Metro

or the DART bus. That"s, the situation will be
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better when the new bypass is built. Traffic,
1 think, will be much better. There won"t be
so much traffic on Front Street as it is right
now. So those are my comments.

MR. BROCK: We appreciate them.

DOUGLAS PATER: Did I speak five minutes?

MR. BROCK: You probably still have a
couple minutes.

DOUGLAS PATER: 1°11 make best of it.
Also that our town of Issaquah is growing, as
far as population growth. So when the people,
when there is more traffic, it increases in the
downtown area. And that 1 feel that more roads
should be built to eliminate, handle more of
the traffic, handle more of the traffic
situation, than we have right now, in downtown
Issaquah, in Gilman Boulevard and from here to
the, all the way to the Highland Shopping
Center and the plateau.

MR. BROCK: Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN KOEHLER

JOHN KOEHLER: 1"m John Koehler. 1
haven"t read the whole document. 1 live just
off the Issaquah-Hobart Road off of 132nd at
the dead end, up a little bit up there.

I guess my concern is that | understand
the bypass will alleviate some of the traffic
congestion on Front Street. My concern,
though, is that we"re just going be inviting
more traffic on Issaquah-Hobart Road; and 1
don"t think that road is adequate, even now, to
handle the capacity that it has right now. So
if we"re going to be throwing more traffic on
Issaquah-Hobart Road, | want to know what the
EIS statement is saying about the additional
traffic on an already congested road. 1 don"t
know if that"s been addressed or not. 1 guess
that"s my, one of my major concerns.

The other concern that 1 have, one of the
reasons | moved to Issaquah about five, six
years ago, was | like the environment that we
have already. And I think it would be a major
detraction from the community by putting
through the bypass as proposed behind the high
school, because it"s a very beautiful area and
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all that kind of stuff.

But 1 know, the issue to me is that, if
the, what is causing most of the traffic
through the city of Issaquah? Is it Issaquah
residents only, or is it more than that? My
guess is, when they did that survey that -- 1
haven®t seen the results of that survey, but my
guess is that there would be a lot more people
coming from Auburn, Kent, Maple Valley,
which -- there was a survey that they stopped
traffic. They passed that around. 1 don"t
know what the results of that survey were, was;
but I mean, my guess was it would confirm the
fact that most of the traffic coming through
Issaquah isn"t coming from the main valley,
Issaquah-Hobart residents.

I1t"s coming from people outside of that,
which tells me that it"s really a county issue.
They should be addressing some kind of
alternative route, other then Issaquah-Hobart
Road, which, again, 1 do not think is designed,
especially when you get the windiness further
south of where I live, it"s not designed for
the type of traffic capacity that"s going to be
coming through there if you build a bypass. So
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1 those are my comments. 1 bypass. I do lot of hiking up there with my

2 MR. BROCK: Okay. Great. 2 son. He"s a high school student, and he does

3 JOHN KOEHLER: Thanks. 3 cross country in the fall. There are some

4 MR. BROCK: Thanks for taking the time. 4 great running trails up there that look like

5 5 they will be severely impacted. Also I™m

6 STATEMENT OF MARTHA WILLERD 6 concerned about the cost of the whole project.

7 MARTH WILLERD: My name is Martha Willerd. 7 1 don"t know exactly who is going to pay for

8 1 live at 885 Second Avenue Southeast, so | 8 it; and if they run into problems with the

9 live right across the street from the high 9 aquifer or something and they have to figure

10 school; and I don"t want the bypass. One of my 10 out that they can"t take out a bunch of trees,

11 major concerns as a citizen is that, with the 11 they have to go up and over, how would that be

12 interchange going through, all that, if the 12 paid for.

13 bypass isn"t built and maybe even if it is 13 MR. BROCK: Up and over?

14 built, you"re going to have a lot of traffic 14 MARTH WILLERD: Well, like Tiger Mountain

15 coming onto Second to get to the interchange. 15 is so steep, what I"m wondering is, are they

16 And I"m also a school bus driver and am 16 just going to really build, they"re either

17 concerned about the volume of traffic on Second 17 going to have to build up or take out a lot of

18 Avenue. It"s a safety issue, | think with high 18 dirt. And so if, by any chance, they run into

19 school kids driving. And there"s Clark just 19 some sort of stream or something, does that

20 right down the road and the Tiger Mountain High 20 mean on the steep hillside that they"ll just

21 School. It"s just too much traffic. So I'm 21 end up have to build, like, this huge viaduct

22 hoping the City will be able to do something 22 or something over the mountain? 1°m sure it

23 about that. 23 won"t come to that.

24 And other than that, 1"m just one of those 24 MR. BROCK: In any case, it would be,

25 people who would really rather not have the 25 there is documents available; and even if it"s
Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 189

Draft Supplemental EIS



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates

101 Yesler Way 505 * Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

55
Draft EIS HEARING, 8/1/99

just reading the executive summary, | think you
could help yourself understand a little bit
more about the alignments that are being
chosen. And they"ve been surveyed, and there"s
a lot of work that"s been done already to
identify the kinds of issues that you have
brought up. Certainly, if the project is

built -- it doesn"t have the funding in place
yet. It has to have the funding, and it"s not
necessarily the City"s intent at this point to
do anything other than trying to secure grant
funding or funding from other sources. We"ve
spent some money on it, obviously.

MARTH WILLERD: Yes.

MR. BROCK: You need to do that just to
get to the point of deciding is it a viable
project and to the point of build/no build,
which is the next step from here.

MARTH WILLERD: How much? Do you know?

MR. BROCK: There®s a ranges of numbers
from 21 or 22 million to in the 30"s, depending
on the alternative and the all the mitigations,
some of which haven®t been decided on because
that"s somewhat of a council decision, for
example, noise. There"s a federal level that"s
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the minimum; and there"s a lot of proponents or
opponents that say that, if you do that, you
should raise to the next level up above that,
which would obviously cost a little bit more
money. So those are all decisions the council
will have to make when they get to the point of
do we build and, if so, how.

MARTH WILLERD: All right. Thank you.

MR. BROCK: Tough, hot seats to be in.

MARTH WILLERD: Yeah. No fun.

MR. BROCK: Thanks.

STATEMENT OF BOB FAUCETT

BOB FAUCETT: Hello. My name is Bob
Faucett, and I live at 305 Second Avenue
Northeast, Issaquah, about two blocks north of
the city hall. 1"m here because 1*m strongly
opposed to the bypass. And I"m going to throw
a little editorial comment out here. 1 really
think the bypass is misnamed, because 1 don"t
believe the bypass bypasses Issaquah. In fact,
the analogy | see with bypass is the Alaska Way
Viaduct. 1 see the relationship between the
bypass and Tiger Mountain and Issaquah is very
similar to the waterfront and the downtown area
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of Seattle in its relationship to Alaska Way.
1 see that very clearly. In fact, 1 think we
should, if we were really honest, I think we
should rename the bypass, quite frankly, the
Tiger Way Viaduct, because that"s exactly what
my impression of what this highway will be.

What is real tragedy, apart from all the
environmental issues -- and by environmental,
1°11 be very specific. 1 think noise is going
to be a major element. There will be probably
more air pollution, and there will be visual
impacts, as well as cut off access, at least to
my private walk up Tiger Mountain on Saturdays
and Sunday mornings, which is unfortunate.

I1t"s a selfish thing, but I still feel that"s
important.

What 1 think the real tragedy is here, in
my opinion, it is not going to reduce the
congestion on Front Street, because at the
times when 1 drive Front Street in the morning,
1"m not held up by Front Street so much as I™m
held up by 1-90. And in fact, there"s a little
light. As you leave Front Street and approach
1-90 towards the west, you"ve got this light.

A red and green light stops you if you"re going
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fast on Front Street or slow on Front Street.
So the real bottleneck, the real choke point is
1-90 in the morning. And in the evening, 1
can"t speak to that as well, because | don"t
drive south of here; but I can only imagine
Issaquah-Hobart Road being a major choke point.
1 see that what"s going happen, certainly with
the bypass relationship to 1-90, it"s going to
put more traffic onto 1-90 quicker and actually
increase congestion on 1-90. So unless you
address 1-90, it"s a fallacy to even consider
Front Street.

The other factor is that in the evening
times, if one just observes the problem, more
than 50 percent of the traffic is lined up on
1-90, waiting to go north up on the Lake
Sammamish plateau. This is not going to do
anything for that type of traffic. So it's
unfortunate, your children, your grandchildren
are not going to appreciate it. | think
they"re going to look back on that and say it
was a tragedy. | think Tiger Mountain is a
really special place.

So 1 would hope that the council and the
politicians would give some due consideration
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1 to these. 1 would like to see the engineering 1 STATEMENT OF MARY CHIRKIS

2 report, the EIS, demonstrate to me that, 2 MARY CHIRKIS: Marry Chirkis. It"s

3 indeed, this thing will not cause additional 3 spelled C-H-1-R-K-1-S. I live at 4152
4 congestion on 1-90. That"s about it. That"s 4 Providence Point Drive Southeast. 1 have lived

5 all 1 have to say. 5 in the area since May a year ago. | came to

6 MR. BROCK: That"s fine. Those comments 6 the area primarily because my children are

7 will be addressed to the extent that they can. 7 here, but 1| considered it to be one of the

8 1 think that your closing comment is a good 8 loveliest places 1"ve ever seen.

9 one, because 1 think that addresses a specific 9 I1"m very disturbed by the construction and
10 concern, whether it"s already addressed in 10 what"s going on with the gravel pit, et cetera.
11 there or not. 11 In listening to the other peoples®™ comments
12 BOB FAUCETT: I don"t know if it is or 12 this evening, 1 understand their concerns. |1
13 not. 13 can see where they"re coming from, but I"m not
14 MR. BROCK: There®s a multitude of things 14 seeing them come up with good alternatives to
15 there are addressed. 15 what is being proposed. They"re saying that
16 BOB FAUCETT: 1 am sure there is. 16 Highway 18 is there for people”s use, and
17 MR. BROCK: And there"s several others. 17 that"s a good thing and a viable point. The
18 If you have the time, it"s August 15th. So 18 hard thing is to get people to use it, and
19 you“ve got two weeks to still peruse that 19 knowing people as much as I do in the time I"ve
20 document. It"s available at the library or 20 lived, they"re going to go to something that
21 city hall; and if you have the time, you should 21 they consider to be faster and quicker, rather
22 do it. In any case the comments -- 22 than going down the road a little bit further
23 BOB FAUCETT: I should run for office, 23 and then crossing over. The citizens of
24 sometimes | feel. 24 Issaquah, 1 think, they have to do something to
25 25 force them to use it.
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1 And when 1 moved up here, 1 moved up from 1 know how much brainstorming they"ve done for

2 Oklahoma. Oklahoma has what they call "toll 2 alternative things to this situation. But 1

3 roads.” You want to ride on my road, you pay. 3 agree with everything that they"re saying about
4 Okay? I think if they instituted some kind of 4 the road is bad, as far as being close to the

5 a system whereby people wanting to go down 5 school. 1 don"t think it"s really going to

6 Front Street to Hobart Road had to pay for the 6 help congestion that much, especially when

7 privilege of going through, that might 7 you"re talking about all the traffic lights

8 alleviate the problems somewhat. |1 don"t think 8 that are going to be on it.

9 it"s fair for the taxpayers in this area to 9 And 1 was just listening to the gentlemen
10 have to pay for a bypass, because it"s going to 10 building the road, 1 think, talk to somebody
11 be the taxpayers in the city of Issaquah that 11 else. 1 think a newspaper reporter. He said
12 are going to be hit hardest to pay for this 12 he hasn"t heard anything new. 1"m wondering if
13 road, which they obviously don"t want. 13 he"s really hearing what he has heard in the
14 Back in Oklahoma, when you hit the toll 14 past that these people really, genuinely don"t
15 road, if you had a pass or something, you 15 want this. 1 think he"s just, you know, that"s
16 could, you don"t have to stop. You can just, 16 not what 1 want to hear. It"s not my job. You
17 you can go through. The machine reads it, and 17 know, his job is building that road. He makes
18 you pass on. If you were an out-of-towner or, 18 his money that way.

19 you know, just traveling through the country, 19 But that"s how I feel at this time. If I
20 you had to pay your toll to get there. And 1 20 can come up with anything, any other ideas, |1
21 think, it"s always been my experience that 21 would like to share them.
22 money talks, that something like this might do 22 MR. BROCK: Well, the comment period is
23 it. 1 don"t know. 23 August 15th. So you have plenty of time. |IF
24 But 1 mean, I"m just throwing this out to 24 you haven"t taken a look at the draft
25 see If this is a possibility. |1 mean, I don"t 25 documents, the points you brought up are
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1 addressed in there in terms of whether they"re 1 MARY CHIRKIS: Yes.
2 reasonable or not. So you know, you may or may 2 MR. BROCK: Okay. Again, we"re open
3 not have the time to do that. But certainly if 3 Monday through Friday. Feel free, if you have
4 you want to be fully informed, taking a little 4 few minutes, to stop by and check the document
5 bit of time to stop by the library or the city 5 out. And we have a number of people that have
6 hall and pick up a copy and check it out. 6 taken advantage of that. It"s a big document,
7 MARY CHIRKIS: Those are available? 7 but there®s also a summary section that might
8 MR. BROCK: Yes, they are. 8 help you understand it a little more. It"s
9 MARY CHIRKIS: No charge? 9 always good to be as informed as you can.
10 MR. BROCK: You can buy one, but you can 10 Thanks for stopping by.
11 also check one out at no charge. You can pick 1
12 one up from our Public Works Office next to the 12 [Hearing concluded at 8:10 p.m.]
13 Holiday Inn there on, behind Eagle hardware. 13
14 MARY CHIRKIS: Okay. It"s a beautiful 14
15 area, and 1 would like to see it maintained as 15
16 close to -- I"d hate to see it become, like, 16
17 another Factoria. I"m sure that what they"re 17
18 saying is true, the developers are pushing for 18
19 these roads so that they can develop the area 19
20 more. Then you"re going to have house on top 20
21 of house. You"re not going to have the beauty 21
22 that you have now. Who needs another San 2
23 Francisco? We have enough big cities. 23
24 MR. BROCK: That"s true. Okay. Great. 24
25 That was it? o5
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1 CERTIFICATE
2 STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) Ss

3 COUNTY OF KING )]
4 1, Jacqueline L. Bellows, a Notary Public in
5 and for the State of Washington, do hereby certify:
6 That the foregoing hearing was taken before
7 me at the time and place therein set forth;
8 That the statements of the witnesses and all
9 remarks made at the time of the hearing were recorded
10 stenographically by me, and thereafter transcribed
11 under my direction;
12 That the foregoing transcript is a true
13 record of the statements given by the witnesses and of
14 all remarks made at the time of the hearing, to the
15 best of my ability.
16 Witness my hand and seal this 14th day of
17 August, 2000.
18
19
20

Jacqueline L. Bellows, Notary
21 Public in and for the State

of Washington, residing at
22 Arlington. Commission

expires October 17, 2002.
23
24
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Good evening. My name is Lou Haff. 1'm
the project manager of the Southeast lIssaquah
Bypass. I work for the City of Issaquah. 1°d like
to introduce a couple of people up front with me.
On my immediate right is Sean. Sean is an employee
of the Public Works Department. He"s going to be
operating a timer for us.

Next to Sean is Nancy. Nancy is a court
reporter who is going to be taking a verbatim
transcript of the proceedings tonight.

1°d like to get into the hearing, please, as

quickly as possible, but | need to share a couple
of

things with you first.
First of all, this is an official hearing

being conducted for the purpose of receiving
public

comment on a Drafted Environmental Impact
Statement.

We expect a fairly large crowd tonight and a lot
of

people desiring to give input. We are using the
City of Issaquah council rules and have put a
five-minute time limit on speakers.

There"s a sign-up sheet. 1°d like to ask

anybody who wishes to speak at this hearing to
sign

up. We are working concurrently another hearing
in

a smaller room in the back for folks who might like

25
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to give oral testimony in a slightly different and
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less pressured environment.
There"s a smaller room with a court reporter

and a hearing official, Mr. Bob Brock. The
rules of

that hearing format is that the person who"s

speaking has the discretion of deciding whether
they

want any audience at all or none.
The purpose, of course, is to give people an
opportunity to speak if they wish without any

feelings of intimidation, if that"s how they
choose.

You have your choice of speaking here or there.

We would respectfully request that you not
try

to do both because, after all, we have three hours
tonight for this hearing, and if you give five
minutes, that"s a relatively small number of
speaking windows that we have.

1 would also like to request that we all be
civil to each other tonight.

And 1 don"t say that

in a derogatory manner to anybody. 1 think

there"s
room enough in the world for people to have

different opinions on any subject, particularly
this

one.
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Folks who have strong feelings and strong

emotions are to be respected. Please don"t
disrupt

speakers when they are speaking. |1 think
everybody

has a right to speak without any type of
disruption
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to their speaking.
So having said that, then you"ll have five

minutes. We"ll give you a one-minute warning
blast

when you"re approaching the end of your five
minutes.

Pam from the back of the room will call the
speakers one at a time. 1°d like you to come

forward. Use the lectern and use the microphone
so

everyone can hear. She will call the speaker®s
name

and then call the next person on deck, and if that

person could come forward and be ready, we"ll try
to

keep people moving in that manner.

Having said that, it"s my pleasure to
welcome

you again and get on with the hearing. Pam, would
you please call the first speaker and the next in

line?

STATEMENT OF BROOK THACKER
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BROOK THACKER: My name is Brook Thacker,
and I"ve lived in Issaquah for 14 years, and I"ve
taught for 14 years in Lake Washington School
District.

My concern with the DEIS is that it doesn"t
seem to address the effects of noise on students”
health, on their attention, or on their

performance.
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In Table 4-A in the DEIS, it says that the
abatement measures couldn™t be used for Issaquah

High School, and 1 don"t really understand why
they

can"t be.

1 also don"t understand the term "constrain
by

local access" in reference to what seems to be an
inadvertent failure to protect a learning
environment. 1t"s probably just an oversight.

In this week"s Issaquah Press, there"s a
letter by a former Issaquah High student named
Allisa Bick, and 1™"m quoting from her letter:

"When teachers open windows to relieve
stuffiness in the crowded classrooms, they have to
compete for attention against the backdrop of the

rural trucks. It"s already hard enough to pay
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11

attention in class without that added
distraction.”

Where 1 teach, we have a large lawn mower
that

for years interrupted instruction, and this year
the

lawn mower now does all the mowing around the
classrooms before 7:00 a.m. so as to not to
interfere with instruction. So we have one power
lawn mower versus 125 garbage trucks.

If the county uses this proposed bypass to

access the landfill -- and I mean a lawn mower,
125

garbage trucks, not to mention other trucks,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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motorcycles -- should stoplights be put in, then
these garbage trucks are going to grind through
first gear, second gear. This just seems like an
error to me.

In her letter Allisa also mentions that her

sister has asthma. And all teachers have known
that

asthma has been on the rise for the past five to
ten

years, and health reports are coming out now tying

the increase in asthma to poor air quality. And
in

King County, it"s either 80 or 90 percent of the

quality”s pollution is contributed to cars, motor

12

13
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16

17
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20

ballooned

10

elevated

test

21

22

23

24

25

vehicles.

Putting a steady stream of motor vehicles by
students who are already suffering an increase in
asthma and other respiratory problems just doesn"t
seem like a good proposal.

Some of the studies regarding performance,
behavior, responsibility, 1"m going back to 1975.
1°11 be very brief here.

I1t"s only because our population has

and development has increased incompetently that
we"re thinking of putting freeways by the schools,
so in this study, in 1975 from New York, and it
involves elevated trains.

The school was close to the trains, and they

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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compared part of the school that faced the

trains versus the part that was farthest away. By
the time the students had reached 6th grade, there
was a year"s difference in reading ability and

significant percentage-point differences in all

scores with noise abatement, the noisy part of the
school .

There"s a study by Theodore Waths, W-a-t-h-

In 1993 he cataloged poor social interaction when
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point

there™s noise pollution in the environment, and
when

I was a teacher, what 1 found most disturbing is
that the adults who were in charge also had lower

levels of responsibility and poorer interaction

with
or
their students.
The most recent study | found was out of
Cornell University. It compared schools in the
airport flight paths with schools out of the
flight
or
paths, and it was no surprise to anybody, there-"s
a
is
huge difference in their performance and in their
test scores.
So I"1l conclude with a bibliography. [1"ve
made copies for the mayor and for the councilmen
and
women. | have 12 copies here. Could I leave them
with the stenographer? They explore noise
pollution
and its effect on students.
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
STATEMENT OF RON ALLISON
12

RON ALLISON: My name is Ron Allison,

10124-238th Way SE, Issaquah. 1 would like to

out several conditions I have regarding the DEIS
that deals with the geology and seismic hazards.

I will read it because 1"m making specific

10
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25

references to pages.

Reference one, Page 4-2630, sensitive areas:
"Portions of the project on the north end are
classified as steep slopes, erosion hazard areas,

and landslide hazard areas, all of which are near

adjacent to seismic hazard areas. However, the
Icicle Creek engineers removed the regional
landslide hazard areas designation.”™ Why?

It must be explained how a private company

individual can undesignate sensitive areas. Who

liable if it proves to be incorrect?

This problem must be covered in more detail.
A risk analysis of the landslide hazards must be
compared for the final DEIS.

Reference Page 4-22, structural geology:

"The DEIS states that a two-and-a-half
mile-wide fault zone of the Seattle fault has been
mapped, and that it can be projected through the

project corridor area."

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

Reference page 4-31, seismic hazard:
"The significance of the fault zone must be
discussed in detail. And a risk analysis must be

prepared to properly evaluate citizens® safety and
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construction costs. The risk assessment and
potential mitigation associated with the Seattle
fault must be prepared for the final DEIS and not
postponed until design settings are conducted.™

9 The DEIS does not
address the fact of seismic

hazards adequately. Reference Figure 4-6 shows,
and

Page 4-35 states that 70 percent of Alternate 4,
the

preferred route, would be built on either steep
slopes or in seismic hazard areas.

To give you an example, King County®"s DEIS
would not allow any construction in the area of

Alternate 4 because of the steep slopes. Why
should

the City of Issaquah?

Repeatedly we read that a major earthquake
will strike. It is my position that the drafted
DEIS does not adequately address these problems.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF TERENCE AGNEW
TERENCE AGNEW: Thank you. My name is

Terence Agnew and I live in Issaquah, 1"ve lived

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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here since 1943, and I"ve seen obviously a lot of

forward

and

10
you

11
12
13
14

15
Especially

16

17
getting

18
work

19
20

21
said,

22
23
24

25

changes since that time. [I1"m talking about the
Seattle area.

1 was also assigned back in 1968 to a

thrust project by the organization that I worked
with, and 1 remember at that time everyone said,
Traffic problems? We have no traffic problems.
We" Il never have traffic problems.

You try to tell our friends and neighbors

those people who could vote for it at that time,

could get the 55 percent, you couldn®"t get the 60
percent, and all the money that was set aside went
down to Atlanta, Georgia.

I wish we had that same decision to make now

when we try and travel around our state.

around our area.

Now, the other thing is, the point I™m

at, you can"t hold back the tide. You try and

with the tide.
I remember a friend years ago talking about

North Bend and the traffic problem there. She

No, there should be no bypass for North Bend. You
should continue going right through town as you
always have, why should we change?

Well, 1 don"t think we can go right through

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Southeast Issaquah Bypass

Draft Supplemental EIS

Comment Letters

page 202



14

10
11

12

13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
would

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

downtown North Bend.

The other factor that I"m trying to bring up
again is compromise. The bypass. A lot of people
think it should be, a lot of people think it
shouldn®"t be. A lot of people are concerned that

this might turn into 605, and I think that could
be

a tragedy for this area.

The other thing 1 think I"m worried about

are

friends of mine, because you know it"s an echo
chamber between Tiger and Issaquah. Somehow there
has to be some appreciation of noise, and if you

allow garbage trucks to go through, you aggravate

situation.

Now, we"re trying to relieve traffic, yes,
but

we"re not trying to aggravate a situation. But
we"ve all lived with the elastic-band period. You
develop it, you build it, and it"s wonderful for
about three to five years, and then you have a
traffic mess.

Now, the thing I"m trying to get at, and we
all need assurances and reassurances that if it"s
going to be put through as it is being told, two

lanes, and 1"ve heard back there the two lanes

15

traffic

do

24

25
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be an assurance. We don"t need 605 and it should

never be 605.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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But somehow we"ve got to alleviate the

problems. 1"ve talked to people who try and come

from Mirrormont. They said they can be tied up 30
to 35 minutes just to get from Mirrormont down to
Sycamore. Now, that doesn"t make sense.

And yet again, it doesn"t make sense not to

anything, but it does make sense, | think, to not
overdo the project. So I think that"s basically

what 1"m trying to get across.

STATEMENT OF ERIC ERICKSON
ERIC ERICKSON: I"m Eric Erickson.
13040-189th Avenue SE, Renton. 1 have formally
submitted my written comments on technical issues
with regard to the DEIS, but there are a couple of
points that 1 feel 1 need to make that we"ve
overlooked completely within the document.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Could you speak up,
please?

I1t"s difficult to hear with all the noise in the
back.

ERIC ERICKSON: There is no mitigation for
the
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16

10
11

12
traffic,

13
14

15
proposed

16

increased traffic on Issaquah-Hobart Road south of

the city limits. In fact, there"s no
documentation

in this draft document at all. The road is

already
at capacity and beyond, typically, in the north
northbound
the
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
on

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

direction in the morning and the southbound
direction in the evening.

Incidentally, the bypass will aggravate that
situation with the return of large trucks, garbage

and others. And there"s no mitigation in there
for

the increase in air pollution south of the city
limits, either.

There are a couple other alternatives that
did

not get looked at in the DEIS related to
development, particularly at Park Pointe. It did
not look at the extension of the proposed trolley

system to Park Pointe to end part of their

or the extent of the proposed trolley system to
Issaquah Highlands or Grand Ridge to take care of

part of their traffic, or the extent of the

trolley system to the Lake Sammamish boat ramp.
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Those projects each are something like $1.5
million from Grand Ridge, potentially
$2 million from Park Pointe. And the county"s $5
million contribution to the projects could be

well-spent on another park-and-ride lot on the

side tying into the trolley line and tying into

bus line to alleviate the mitigation for traffic

Front Street. There"s other projects. Thank you.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
STATEMENT OF SUZANNE SUTHER

SUZANNE SUTHER: Good evening. My name is

Suzanne Suther. | represent The Greater Issaquah
Chamber of Commerce. 1 do have a letter for the
record that 1 would like to read for you. It is

addressed to Bob Brock, and he"s the public works
director as directed from the Draft EIS.

"The Greater lIssaquah Chamber of Commerce
on

behalf of its membership is committed to the
enhancement of our ability to move people, goods,

and services efficiently through, within, and
around

the City of Issaquah.
"The local transportation network has
substantial impact on the Issaquah community in

terms of the economic well-being of the area and
the
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review

4
Environmental

5

6

10
11

12

quality of life of Issaquah residents, therefore,

the Chamber continues to support local and
regional

efforts directed at resolving our transportation

increase

issues.

"More specifically, the Board of Directors

of

The Greater Issaquah Chamber of Commerce and the
Chamber*®s transportation committee continue to
support the design, funding, and construction of a

new Issaquah arterial accessed from the I-
90/Sunset

Interchange, commonly referred to as Southeast
or

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

Bypass.
"The Chamber gives qualified support to the

recommended Alternative 5 as a result of our

of the Southeast Issaquah Bypass Draft

Impact Statement dated June 2000.

""Our concerns with the recommended
Alternative 4 focuses on noise impact, vegetation
taking, water pollution, wetland taking, and
proposed mitigation.

"We believe a chart comparing positive or
negative impact of each proposed alternative as a

major against the status quo situation, no bypass,

13
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21
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25

will be an invaluable aid to the decision making
process of our chamber members.

"Regarding the noise impact, a severe

would result near the high school. How do these
noise levels compare to other Issaquah and Seattle
schools? What are generally accepted noise levels
in school settings? Are there relative real-life
examples of areas in the region that have a DBA
level along the proposed route consistent with the
new levels after the bypass is in?

"lIs there potential mitigation in this area

is i1t simply unreasonable or not feasible?
"Regarding vegetation and wetland impact,

are

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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there ways to exceed best management practices,

and

at what cost? How will we ensure that the
clearing

or taking will be minimized to the extent
possible?

What are the standards to ensure that compliance,
and at what cost can we set higher standards in an
effort to reduce impact?

"The Greater lIssaquah Chamber of Commerce
appreciates the opportunity to be involved in this

Southeast Issaquah Bypass process and will
continue
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the

to provide its input as the process evolves.

on
Sincerely, The Greater Issaquah Chamber of
Commerce."
Thank you.
STATEMENT OF LARRY FRANKS
bypass
LARRY FRANKS: Larry Franks, 29 year
resident at 24001 SE 103rd Street, Issaquah. get

The problem with traffic congestion on
Front Street is regional in nature. The solutions
proposed by the Southeast Bypass Alternatives are

local in scope and cannot fix the problem. It

only delay the recognition for need of a regional
solution.

Alternatives that have been examined to date
have not been designed to resolve the regional

problem. The City of Issaquah would be much

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

served putting the energy, the time, the money,

research in the participating in the design of a
regional solution.

Brief review of the alternatives that have
been examined over the last 10 years brings out a

very local bias.
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1989 the Parsons-Breaker half-study focused

five interchanges on 1-90. They examined ways to
serve the transportation needs of Issaquah. No
regional mentioned.

They concluded that improvements and a

were called for. You ask a small question, you

a small answer.
The same firm did the research in 1997, and
again accepted that Issaquah®s only constraint

identified nine corridors to examine again
strictly

within the Issaquah confines.

Project goal number two even went so far as
to

19 state that it was to provide
a bypass of the city of

Issaquah®s central business district. No regional
consideration. They eliminated eight of the nine
corridors with identifiable cause, no larger scope
alternatives were apparently examined other than

adding a park-and-ride or possibly another HOV
lane.

They concluded that the corridors
essentially

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
within the city limits warranted additional study.

IT you ask a small question, you"ll get a small

answer.

Again in "98, the same firm acknowledged,
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3 officials for the last five years without

5 "The accommodation of regional travel demand has receiving
6 overwhelmed the existing transportation system"s 4 an adequate answer.
7 ability." Any resident will say "Dah." 5 In the evening commute, how can you take
8 It goes on to analyze the range of 6 traffic on the southbound bypass and add a stream
solutions, of
9 but again, it"s limited to just within Issaquah. 7 cars heading south on Front Street, many which
have
10 The recurring theme is one of posing small
8 merged from Second Avenue, and squeeze all of
11 questions, we"re doomed to get small answers. these
12 I see no evidence of thinking outside the 9 cars into one southbound lane on Issaquah-Hobart
13 bounds of this community other than the 10 Road without creating a recipe for disaster?
14 park-and-ride implementation. A regional traffidl 11 1 believe and have said for the past five-plus
15 solution must greatly reduce the motivation for 12 years that you are only moving the bottle neck
from
16 individual car trips. Whether this takes the form
13 the center of the city to the county boundary
17 of rail or whatever, | don"t know.
14 without solving the problem.
18 1 do know that the time, energy, and dollars
15 The increased congestion will seriously
19 spent in fine tuning this kind of small solution impact
20 would be far better spent in analyzing and solving 16 all the county residents living on and near the
21 the larger regional problem. We"ve asked the 17 Issaquah-Hobart Road, creating serious air and
wrong noise
22 question, we"ll get a wrong answer. 18 quality problems due to pollution being captured
in
23
19 the valley of Tiger and Squak Mountains.
24 STATEMENT OF KRISTIN PEARSON-FRANKS
20
25 KRISTIN PEARSON-FRANKS: Resident, 29 years,
21 STATEMENT OF TERRY JESKE
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 22 TERRY JESKE: Hi. My name is Terry Jeske
23 and I live on 10011-238th Way SE and I"m going to
24 speak directly to some of the noise issues in the
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 22
25 Draft EIS.
1 24001 SE 103rd street, Issaquah.
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
2 My question is the same one 1%ve asked 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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23 this entire DIS, and I"m running the board with

B the
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
23 24 county and it"s going to have some traffic
R 25 conditions and air pollution concerns with the
1 On Table 4-6 it has a chart that shows
changes
B R Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
2 in the amount of DBA at different receptors and 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
3 locations throughout the Issaquah area. And one
4 thing that wasn"t brought up was a ten DBA B
increase Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
24
5 in noise actually doubles the amount of noise.
And
1 county. And if we don"t work with the county and
6 it would be a very helpful tidbit for DIS for the B B B
2 the city, | think we can all agree there"s going
7 common person to read that. to
8 And actually it would even be better if 3 be a big problem there.
the
Y 4 Also, on page 4-11, the Draft EIS states
9 put every single, what they call a receptor, and that
had
5 the FH noise abatement criteria are noise
10 a percentage change or decrease due to the guidelines
proposed . _ _ _
6 as specified as exterior noise levels for various
11 bypass, and what that could mean. Because most o B
7 land activity categories. For receptors where
12 people don"t understand what a DBA is and what the B B B
8 serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
13 increase in a DBA is. significance
14 Also, 1 believe not enough information was 9 the noise criteria is 57 DBA. For residences,
15 given to forecast the two-twenty-fifteen traffic i 10 parks, schools, churches and similar areas the
noise
16 other than there"s a development of the southeast B o
11 criteria is 67 DBA and for other developed lands
17 bypass. Final DIS transportation technical R
report, 12 it"s set at 72 DBA.
18 but it didn"t really talk about if a road from the Draft 13 Well, when you look at Table 4-6 in the
ra
19 county was taken into consideration due to the B B
14 Environmental Impact Statement, it shows that
20 increase in traffic that would then allow more almost
21 development into the county as well. 15 every alternative has significant noise concerns
22 In fact, the county was completely left out 16 that either approach or exceed these DBA levels.
of
17 And 1 was wondering why it wasn"t mentioned in
there
Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 208
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bypass,
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and

were
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11

12
software.

13
we

how we"re going to, while we"re building the

when these noise levels are bypassing the FHWA
standards.

One major concern is that the Draft EIS does
not really talk about the effect of noise on both
physical health and mental health. It was not

discussed at all and there are definitely impacts

noise with that. Also, there was no discussion at

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

all on the effects of the increased noise on the
students and their concentration, test scores or

anything like that. And also the effect of noise

wildlife in the area. That area is very rich in

wildlife, 1 live near there and we"ve seen bears

there™s been reports of even cougars coming down,

and of course numerous deer. And if the bypass

to take that away there would be a very big debt
remit, in my opinion, to Issaquah.

And lastly, 1 find it odd that only 9 of the
16 noise receptors were actually measured and all

the remaining ones were only modeled with

And 1 would like to see them actually measured so

14
15
16

17
cork

18
worse.

19
20
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Agassiz

23
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25
areas.

26

across

wildlife.

9
providing

know what the current noise levels are. And also,
jJjust again, if we build the bypass it"s just going
to increase more traffic. And | do believe the

genie”s already out of the bottle and we can"t

it, and if we build it it"s just going to get

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF SARA AGASSIZ

SARA AGASSIZ: Hi. May name is Sara

and I"m an eleven-year resident of Issaquah. My
concerns today address the impact on this area

regarding recreation, aesthetics and natural

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

This DEIS makes no mention of wildlife
corridors. The abundance of wildlife on Tiger
Mountain including, bears, cougar, deer and small
mammals that travel and live in this area would be
cut off from their natural habitat and displaced.

This Draft EIS should address means of

allowing and enhancing movement from the city

or under the roadway to Tiger Mountain for

The Draft EIS speaks only briefly of
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regarding
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drive
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transportation

27

uses

residents

new trail connections, pages 4-113 to 4-115. It
does not address whether there would be temporary

access during construction, how connection would

designed, and if and how trail users would be
involved in their design.
New trail connections would need to be at

least as convenient as they currently are

location and parking.
Bike lanes and sidewalks would be included

only at the north end of the proposed bypass.

would only further discourage alternative modes of

transportation. The proposed 500 residents of

Pointe would have no other alternative but to

out of their development, adding to bypass traffic
and downtown congestion.

According to the city"s master

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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plan, new projects should encourage alternative

other than the car.
The newly discussed raised viaduct at the
north-end of the project, along with concrete

containment walls, would be an eyesore to

These
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echo
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Bypass
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therefore
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conclusion,

22
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28

traveling or looking to the east of Issaquah.

are my concerns.

STATEMENT OF LAURA FOREMAN
LAURA FOREMAN: I1"m Laura Foreman. 1'm a
twenty-year resident of Issaquah and | have three

points 1°d like to bring up. One is kind of to

what Larry Franks has said, which is the Draft EIS

was created with the bias that the Southeast

would be built. It is based on an outdated and
nonfunctional model which is the increased

population needs more motor vehicles, and

the only solution is to build more roads.
However, the EDA states, "We have found that
road building as a solution to transportation

problems is often treated as a foregone

as in this Draft EIS.
"There are other solutions to many of our
transportation needs, solutions that are

sustainable. Minimize or eliminate the

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

environmental impact intrinsic to road building,

meet the transportation needs of the affected
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communities, and do not require the construction

new roads."

Within the Draft EIS, the No-Build

was given scant attention. No consideration was
given to the creative solutions to the traffic
congestion problems Issaquah faces.

Again the EDA stresses that creative

can emerge from public thinking. When citizens

actively engaged and there is partnership with

participating agencies and decision makers, |

the Issaquah Environmental Council is very anxious
to be one of these groups that would actively
participate.

Additionally, I would like to point out that
the City of Issaquah has a consistent record of

underestimating the cost of projects. Most

the new city police station was projected to cost

7.5 million. 1t is now, with overruns, projected

cost 14.5 million. That"s almost twice as much.

Alternatives for the preferred alternative

projected to cost $27 million. Given the track
record of the City of Issaquah that would be

$54 million. In the Draft EIS, this is figure 4-

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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view six. Conceptual alternative south. Looking

at Issaquah High School ball field, this is going

be very difficult to see, but here is the ball

field. Here is the fence of the ball field and

is the bypass. It"s designated or shown as a two
lane road. There is one automobile. Why are we
spending $54 million for one automobile?

I just have a few other points about

In the Draft EIS on page 485 it says large mammals
such as deer, bear, and cougar have large range

requirements. Therefore, it"s likely that the

area makes up only a small portion of the range

these species, and these mammals primarily occupy

the adjacent natural resource conservation area.
My response to that is, there is evidence of

black bear habitation on both the South A through

tunnels, and blackberries which are used by

black bears, and on the South B there are recent

marks on trees near the northeast corner of the

Church. And this is all on the south portion of

Southeast Bypass.
Cougars are known to inhabit Squak Mountain,

which we"re on right now. Behind my house there
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five trees. There"s cats, and a young male was

killed last summer. These animals require
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tremendous ranges and the increased sightings are

not a result of increased animal population. They
are a result of increased human population. If we
destroy the bear and the cougar the result will be

that the deer will increase. If the deer

then that will result in habitation destruction

overgrazing, also there will be an increase in the
number of lyme disease which is caused by deer

ticks. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF TOM MECHLIER
TOM MECHLIER: 1"m Tom Mechlier. 1 am
representing the Issaquah Sportsmen®s Club. 1
prefer the north portion because that is the only

area where we"re impacted. However, if it is

the north pass is our preferred route, and we"d

to see that stay two lanes.

North B is the worst of all plans as it

the Sportsmen®s Club in two, and the EIS didn"t

into the case all ramifications it creates.

We

freeway

within

21

22

23

24

25
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It also destroys a large portion of the DNR
bumper that is now forest reserved, so it would be

taking out a large portion of the forest there.

need to maintain the urban growth lying south of

town. When folks get off the interchange and head

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

south, it"s imperative that they get the message

that the urban growth line is about to be crossed.
Rural nature needs to be maintained with

traffic barriers such as curbs and a canopy of

trees. You want to let people know that the

has ended.

About 20 years from now Highway 18 hopefully
will be the best route for people south of that
highway -

And 1 believe also that the bypass will

encourage more traffic through Issaquah, and

a short time there will be just as much traffic on
Front Street because you®re getting all the people
from south and southwest. They come around this
point rather than going the 900 route.

There"s a number of omissions and errors in
the EIS which I™m not going to cover at this

meeting. We"ve written up a detailed report which
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16 observation. Over the past several years I"ve

19 will be mailed for your consideration. It would
17 noticed from my house, as far as noise, just to
20 take too long to read through everything and it say,
21 would exceed the five minutes 1"m allowed. Thank 18 that at our house on Greenwood Boulevard we can
hear
22 you.
19 the announcer at Issaquah High School football
23 STATEMENT OF ROBERT FOREMAN games
24 ROBERT FOREMAN: 1"m Robert Foreman. 1%ve 20 clearly and very loudly down to the most minute
25 lived in Issaquah for 19 years. |1 live up on 21 detail of what they"re saying, up at our house.
22 I know for sure that a road going through
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 23 there with trucks are going to be extremely
audible
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 24 to us, and that"s going to be a big detriment.
32 And
B B B 25 then the last thing I wanted to point out,
1 Greenwood Boulevard SW. 1°d just like to point
out
B B Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
2 that as far as geology and soils, that once again, 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
3 like the second speaker said tonight, I had Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
planned
4 to say about the same things so I"1l summarize it. 1 specifically about the EIS, Table 2-4 shows that
b
5 Figure 4-6 shows, and Figure 4-35 states Y
that 2 2005 many of the intersections within the city of
6 70 percent of the alternative for the preferred 3 Issaquah will perform at D or F levels, these are
7 route would be built on either steep slopes or in 4 basically failing levels.
8 seismic hazard areas. 5 Must we waste 27 to, you know, double the
cost
9 There"s that two-and-a-half mile fault zone
B 6 of overrun potential, $54 million on a project
10 that"s oriented north to south that"s part of the
B B 7 doomed to fail. You must explore the No-Build
11 Seattle fault. So I just want to question how can
B B 8 Alternative and actively initiate new methods of
12 the Southeast Bypass project team consider
building 9 commuting in the 21st century. That"s all.
13 a major four or five lane project right on land 10
that
_ _ 11 STATEMENT OF ROD AGASSIZ
14 contains two-and-a-half mile long fault zone?
B B R 12 ROD AGASSIZ: 1"m an eleven-year resident
15 I just want to give a little personal
Southeast Issaquah Bypass Comment Letters page 213
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of Issaquah at 979 Highwood Drive. 1 want to

basically on behalf of the salmon. 1 think a lot

you realize what a great resource we have here

the salmon coming back each year, and salmon days
and all that.

It"s my feeling that the Southeast Bypass

be really detrimental along with the build-up of

Park Pointe, which a lot of people aren"t aware

which is a 500-unit project with some commercial
property, also. That will easily access that

Southeast Bypass, which all this build-up can take

lot of trees out, and | think that"s going to

harm our environment as far as providing for a

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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environment for salmon.
1 just want to read a couple of things here

and hopefully it will make some sense to some

here.

Patrick Mazza, a private solutions writer

researcher and another author write, Private

to which all driven auto pollution -- which we"re

back.

half
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going to get more of -- is one of the greatest

single contributors, stands to further intensify

impact of sprawl on water flows and to get salmon

the ocean and their birthplace in the springs. It

could be the new straw that broke the salmon®s

A natural forest changes the flow of water through
it, and rain from the sky, as rainfall, much
moisture is caught in trees and layer of debris
covering the forest floor.

The process of evaporation returns almost

the moisture directly to the sky. Water that does
make it to the streams generally runs beneath the
surface. It"s important, and can take weeks or

months to get there. For salmon down the streams,

that steady subsurface supply is ideal and we

this. We teach about habitat and what are ideal
conditions.

It keeps waterways from drying up and

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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flood surges -- does that ring a bell with anybody
here? -- that scour gravels for the deposit of

their eggs. It"s carrying little sediment that
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clog these gravels and makes successful

possible. The forest also shades waters from

killing heat and provides a steady supply of dead
branches and logs, building the trails for pools

where many salmon, primarily coho and other

take shelter.

With increased impervious surfaces, which

roads from building and road projects, trees and
stuff are no longer present to sponge up rainfall.

Water that might have been gracefully

into the streams over the months instead lies in

roads. Two to five times more water rolls off

during peak rain run-off. Flow magnifies

ten times larger amounts. Flows powerful enough

carry sediment and disturb habitat come ten times
more frequently.

Now, we"ve had the hundred-year flood here.
1"ve been here 11 years, I think we"ve had it five

times. There®s a double whammy. Since water

out instead of recharging ground water, it is no
longer available to fill those larger channels
during the summer dry spells.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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That sets up salmon killing conditions for
salmon, which one year of dry spring beds is an

extinction threat. And ironically, if you read

press, in last week"s press, the mystery creek,

there"s always cause and effect, right? North

rises up again. It says here, when King County

officials show up for the kokanee salmon count

week, they may find the major spawning stream has
once again dried up.

They say here, when water does return to the
North Fork it is often a dramatic surge with
dramatic water levels at unpredictable times. The
creek has gone dry more than ten times since the

first of June with the latest dry up lasting as

as a week.

George Cameron states, a lot of you may know
him, he®"s a long term resident, he states, "If it
keeps going dry, then developers will try to say
that this part of the Issaquah Creek is no longer
important for fish spawning and endagered species.
We"re concerned that developers will just put in a
culvert, pave it over, and build huge apartment
complexes. We don"t want to see that happen.

Because the creek is a habitat for

or endangered species, it will likely act as a
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24 Issaquah, Washington. The locations of the

25 alternative routes of this roadway are not marked

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

1 catalyst for numerous fish and wildlife experts
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
2 looking for solutions to this. Cameron says, this
3 is his quote, "It"s about time. We have contacted 1 the ground. It is therefore impossible for the
4 every agency and have done everything we can. 2 public, much less the decision makers, to
determine
5 They"re making promises they just don"t follow
3 and properly evaluate the various alternatives.
6 through with. 1t"s like they just don"t care. If
4 The center line, grade, and clearing limits
7 it happened here and nobody®"s willing to do
anything 5 must be marked on the ground. And the authors and
8 about it, then where will it happen next. If they 6 principle contributors to this project must
9 don"t come up with an answer a lot more than the 7 reconfirm that their observations and conclusion
are
10 North Fork is at risk."
8 still accurate.
11 And the last thing I want to say is the
9 The comment period for the DEIS must be
12 Endangered Species Acts Numerable 4-D states it"s
10 extended a minimum of 45 days beyond the date that
13 effective January 1, 2001 leaves communities
11 this work is completed to allow proper evaluation
14 vulnerable to lawsuits if their actions could be of
15 considered threatening to salmon. And I believe 12 DEIS.
16 this project is. Thank you. 13 The DEIS states on page 486 that, quote,
"The
17
14 extent and magnitude of impacts on wildlife and
18 STATEMENT OF JIM BRADY
15 vegetation that would result from the Southeast
19 JIM BRADY: Hi. My name is Jim Brady.
1"ve 16 Issaquah Bypass would not be significant because
20 lived for over thirty years at 530 SE Bush Street 17 extensive habitat disturbances already occurred in
in
18 the project area.”
21 Issaquah.
19 It is explained that lawns, domination by
22 The Southeast Issaquah Bypass DEIS refers to
a 20 non-native shrubs, permanent growth, trails in the
23 proposed roadway somewhere along the east side of 21 proximity of urban wildlife have all contributed
to
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an overall loss of wildlife habitat throughout

portions of the project area.

This seemed to imply that the area is

devastated so a two or four lane highway would not

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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cause additional damage. This simply isn"t true.

Deer, bear, and numerous species of birds

been observed in my neighborhood. The project

for the most part, provides a rich eco-tone for
wildlife.

Under visual quality in the DEIS the second
paragraph of page 4-147 states that, quote, "The

existing views are dominated by forested

throughout the proposed project corridor.” Which

it? An extensive habitat disturbance or dominated

by forest and conditions? It appears that the

wildlife consultants and visual foliage

were looking at different properties. This points

up the need for road locations and clearing limits

to be marked on the ground.

The right-of-way clearing will change the

patterns in the area increasing the possibility of

the remaining trees blowing down creating a safety

cultural

of

of

19
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25

10
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15

hazard for drivers, bikers and hikers; and perhaps
nearby homes. Such an occurrence may also lead to
increase mass movement of soils and additional
hazards to those in the landslide area. It would
also change the visual quality analysis. Douglas

Fir is the primary species in the project area.

is shallow rooted and is susceptible to wind throe
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especially if an area is opened up to clearing and
edges are exposed.
Additional analysis is required to evaluate these
factors.

My last point is kind of hard to describe.
The freedom of a natural connection to Issaquah to

the Issaquah Lake Tradition watershed is a

resource that has not been considered in the DEIS.

This access is a priceless asset to the citizens

Issaguah that would be destroyed by construction

the Southeast Bypass. | recommend that you select
Alternative 7, the No-Action Alternative. Thank

you.

STATEMENT OF PAT DUKE
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PAT DUKE: My name is Pat Duke. 1 live on

because it"s so easy to say it can"t happen here,

but remember that Mexico City used to be a jungle.

14
375 SE Croston Lane. 1%ve been an Issaquah Resources
15
for 14 years.
16
1 would like to address my concerns about
17
impact of the proposed bypass on the drinking 18
19
and on the continued fight that we have with water
flooding in this area. 20
At a time when we"re being asked to think 21
globally and act locally, 1 want to bring some 22
of
to this. 23
in
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 24
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 variety
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 25
Mexico City is out of water. Mexico City
to be a jungle and is so paved over now that water
cannot get into the aquifer. Northern China"s a2
aquifer has dropped eight feet. Now what is it
going to be like when northern China is out of 1
water? Eastern Europe®s water problems are 2
everywhere. The Baltic Sea has retreated its 3
4
greatly, leaving farmers pumping salt water into 5
fields and all kinds of things, and the same thing 6
is happening all over Africa. 7
I want to bring that now to the state level 8
9

The Washington State Department of Natural

has a wonderful publication called, "Our Changing
Nature'™, and it states, the State Department of
Ecology has determined that about half the state"s
area now has insufficient water to support all the

needs of the people, plants and animals. The

in 250 streams is already over allocated.
Now approximately 50 lakes and streams close

to further withdrawals. And 100 are closed part

the year particularly in the summer. And this is

the state of Washington. It continues. ™A

of human activities such as filling wetlands and

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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covering land with impervious surface, that means
roads, can lead to increased surface runoff and
flooding. When water is not allowed to percolate
the soil, ground water sources are not adequately
recharged. This can contribute to a shortage of
available water for domestic uses."

Now 1°d like to come to the point of the
proposed Issaquah Bypass, and 1"m going to quote

some sections here from the Draft Environmental
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Impact Statement because 1 think most of the

has not had a chance to go and delve into that
document.

Page S-13: Water quality. Greater overland
run-off volumes would result from the proposed

project under all development alternatives

in increased vehicular pollutant loads in surface

and ground water. Now, this is turning our

water into something like this.
The Sammamish, page 439: The Sammamish

Plateau Water and Sewer District operates a Class

water supply system and uses the lower Issaquah
Valley aquifer as its main water source with

production wells north of 1-90 near the Front

interchange. The City of Issaquah also operates a
Class A water system that uses the lower Issaquah

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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Valley aquifer as its sole source of water.
The recharge area, this is on page 439, the

recharge area for the lower Issaquah Valley

is extensive covering much of the lower lIssaquah
Valley Creek and uplands on the Lake Tradition

Plateau and Ground Ridge to the east. Most of the

Recharge
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Southeast Issaquah Bypass project site lies within

the mapped recharge area for the aquifer.

meaning that that"s how water gets back into our
aquifer. In general, the available soil mapping
supports the understanding that most of the

undeveloped areas within the project limits

recharge for the lower Issaquah Valley aquifer.

On page 439, also, in recent years a trend

declining lower Issaquah Valley aquifer levels has

been observed. Static water measurments in the

of Issaquah wells from 1981 to 1994 indicates that

gradual one meter, three-foot average decline in
water levels elevation occurred in the lower
Issaquah Valley aquifer over that period.
Property losses from flooding in the lower
Issaquah Creek, and another quote from this
statement, are among the most extensive in the

county. Flooding conditions are projected to

as development continues. And I want to say that

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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we"re taking our drinking water and changing that

into flood water.
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1 have another quote from that document from
the state. '"The runoff from a one-acre meadow

during a one-inch rainstorm would fill an office

a depth of 2" 8". If the meadow were paved, the
run-off would fill six offices floor to ceiling.”

Once or drinkable water is gone, would we

be able to get it back? 1 would like to challenge
those who are here tonight and anyone involved at
any level with this project or with the community,
to establish in the light that all I"m discovering
about the proposed Southeast Bypass should be our
choice.

1 find interesting the word "alternative"

describing versions of the bypass because | see

bypass itself as one alternative, and | fail to

in anything 1"ve read how other viable

have been seriously considered.

1 ask that everyone capable of having a
voice, in any way, consider the consequences and
please make your thoughts known by August 15th.

Thank you very much.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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STATEMENT OF JOHN MACDUFF
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JOHN MACDUFF: Hello, 1"m John MacDuff.
1"ve lived here in Issaquah at 620 SE Bush Street

for the past 27 years. 1°d like to discuss a

bit about what shows up in Chapter Two of the

EIS. There, in one place it"s quoted, and 1 would
like you to keep this in mind when you"re thinking
of everything else, it says, 'should the No-Action

Alternative provide the greatest balance to

to impact; it would be selected over the Build
Alternatives.” Keep that in mind.
Okay, also in Chapter Two, there"s the

discussion of Fatal Clause that would invalidate

alternative from being considered. Four of them I
think are extra important; ltem No. 3, Residential

Displacement. Of the Alternatives, 1, 3, and 5

a minimum of six families displaced. Alternative

4, and 6 have a minimum of two families displaced.
The only Alternative that has none is No-Build.
Item 6; Wetland Impacts. Alternatives 2, 4,

and 6 again, have a long bridge over the wetlands

the south end creating new shade that will impact
the present wetland ecology.

Alternative 1, 3, and 5 will be adding fill

the wetland to the width of the road and will

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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23 The data in their tables show at Front and
24 Sunset in the morning and their data is showing
46 Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 25 delay, extra delay getting through the
_ R Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
1 drastically impact the present water flow and 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
2 ecology. Again, the only alternative that has no Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
3 impact on the wetlands is No-Build.
4 Item No. 8, Steep Slope Impacts. There is 1 intersections. It shows that at Front and Sunset
an mn
5 area on all of the northern alternatives where the 2 the morning, If you do a full build-out of the
6 slope must be close to 100 percent. It"s at a 3 bypass, there is a reduction in the delay getting
7 45-degree angle. At that location, the current 4 through that intersection in the morning.
However,
8 railroad bed is about a 20-foot wide step in the 5 the evening it doesn"t really matter if you build
9 side of the hill. The proposed Southeast Bypass it
s 6 or not. You"re going to have about the same kind
10 120-feet wide at that location. This will of
11 drastically impact the steep slope in that area. 7 delay getting through that intersection.
12 Again, the only alternative that doesn"t have 8 Front Street and 1-90 in the morning is just
steep 9 terrible. It"s over 180 seconds delay, no matter
13 slope impact is No-Build. 10 what you do, whether you build it or not. In the
14 Another item is No. 10, Failure to Decrease 1 evening it's not quite that bad, but it gets
15 Congestion. If you look at what is shown in worse.
Chapter B .
12 Out of all of this, they"re not really
16 2, at Table 2-3, 2-4, 2-5 is data that they have 13 decreasing the congestion at all. None of the
17 from their model for the year 2005. That"s three 14 alternatives really solve the problem. The
18 years after the bypass should be complete. 15 conclusion of the final EIS must acknowledge that
whiich 19 There are two intersections in the study 16 they don"t have an alternative that solves the
20 directly show the downtown impact congestion, 17 problem.  Thank you.
those
18
he 21 are Front Street and Sunset, and Front Street at 19 STATEMENT OF AL SOUMA
2 1-90 freeway ramps 20 AL SOUMA: My name is Al Souma. 1 live at
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975 Greenwood Boulevard in Issaquah. [1"ve lived
here for 10 years.

First have a question. Will someone please
show me the nice drawing of the No-Build

Alternative? Where is that No-Build Alternative

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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drawing that shows the light rail, metro? | can"t
find it.

Can someone show me that? What is that
telling us? | think what it"s telling us is what
everyone®s been telling me at the Front Street
Market and different places where they"ve been
handing out fliers. They say to me, It"s a done
deal .

How do they know? Do they know something

we don"t know? 1"m very curious about this.

are no alternative plans here, just what somebody
wants us to do with the bypass.
So 1 invite you to think about that and give

us an opportunity, the citizens of Issaquah who

to get involved. Many of us do look at the
alternatives, the true alternatives. The light
rail, the metro, and other ideas that people have,

and maybe take this level of conversation to a

more

work

induced

by

will

here.

And

"98,

19
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different level where we can discuss this in a

truly round table discussion and come up with some
alternatives.

There are many people who are willing to

many hours to do this. | know that for a fact.

I want to say something about traffic,

traffic. Induced traffic is a term that is used

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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people to mean that if you build a road, people

fill it up. | want to quote from one article

It"s entitled, "Do New Roads Cause Congestion?"

it comes from a magazine called Progress, March

and here"s what it says:

"1f you spend enough time around people

business is transportation, sooner or later you

get two truisms: You can"t build your way out of
congestion, and the era of road building is over.
It"s now time to manage what we"ve got."

Common sense supports both statements, after
all, we have more roads per capita than any

developed nation and more congestion.
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14 The Draft EIS report, Chapter Two of the

10 back to some of the other speakers. People who
15 charts there, talk about what would happen if the
11 talked about a regional solution. So I want to
16 Southeast Bypass is built. In a few years down
the 12 reiterate the regional solution. People in
Issaquah
17 road, we"ll go back to like the rest of the
nation, 13 community need to be involved to talk about this
18 which is totally built-up. So it makes no sense 14 issue.
to
15 And one last thing I want to say is this:
19 do that.
16 it"s curious that we have the south spur, the
20 The EPA, the Environmental Protection north
Agency,
17 spur, the Sunset interchange, and the bypass all
21 says this, and by the way, 1 understand they do
not 18 being discussed, but yet they“re being discussed
in
22 support this bypass. That"s my understanding.
They 19 a segmented way, so we don"t see the cumulative
23 say this: 20 effects of all those projects. We see the small
24 "Road building and expansion often result 21 effects -- well, actually there are larger
in effects,
25 induced gruel effects, sprawl, and stimulate 22 the bypass proposal, and then the SPAR. But
really,
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 23 if you look at it, it"s one major project. And 1
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
24 believe that"s unfair to the citizens of Issaquah
to
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 50 25 segment these and then to give us these reports on
1 increased use of privately-owned vehicles and Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
2 vehicle-miles traveled. This, in turn, tends to
3 increase auto dependency and the demand for more B
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
4 roads."
5 So, the research is here. If we build it, 1 each one but not show us the cumulative effect.
6 people will use it, and it will get Filled up. 2 Anybody produce the pictures of the No-build
And
3 Alternative? Thank you.
7 we all know that two-thirds of the people
congesting 4
8 Front Street come from south of Issaquah; I think 5 STATEMENT OF ROGER JOHANSEN
9 people know that. And so we"re really getting us
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6 ROGER JOHANSEN: Good evening. I"m Roger

Johansen. 2 We"re going to have to put a truck
moratorium
7 1 live at 10410 Issaquah-Hobart Road SE, which is,
3 on Hobart Road if the bypass goes through. We
8 if you come into town, the city limit sign is just
right
4 had a fatality last week on the south end out
9 by my driveway. there
10 This is the fist time I"ve been to one of 5 because somebody -- and we can®"t have that. We
11 these meetings. Of all the things that 1"ve even 6 can"t have that.
12 read in the Issaquah Press, one thing I would like 7 I don"t have to have an alarm clock. My
house
13 to bring up is the city hasn"t even considered in
8 is about 70 feet off the Hobart Road. At five
14 putting in a one-way street system.
9 o"clock in the morning, I°m woke up. Trucks are
15 They want to free up downtown Issaquah in
the 10 coming down there, they"re running their jake
16 evenings so people can shop in town. Okay. At 11 brakes. Now, that"s senseless.
17 Front Street, one-way northbound from Sunset. 12 We have a beautiful valley. We"re going to
18 Newport southbound to Newport to Newport Way. 13 lose the whole thing. We lost the Sky Park down
in
19 Now, they could have tried a pilot program
on 14 Issaquah at Pickering Place because of 1-90.
We"re
20 doing this. That, | don"t know if they even
15 going to lose Poo Poo Point because of the bypass.
21 considered it or not, but at least people who
drive 16 Somebody*®s going to get killed out there and
they"re
22 around here, they must think everybody is
ignorant. 17 going to say, no more. Can"t have it.
23 Because they know how to get around town. We have 18 Last year | called King County Animal
Control
24 cross streets. We know how to use lights. We
can"t 19 nine times because deer were killed right in front
25 take anymore traffic on Hobart Road that"s there 20 of my house. There are fox, there are bear, there
21 are all kinds of animals out here.
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 22 You know, folks, we have to try to figure
out
23 one way to do it, but I would wish that the City
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 of
52 24 Issaquah would even try to put in a pilot program
on
1 already.
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25
they

SO

10
11
12

13
that

14
15
16
17
18

19
purported

20

21
Front

22

a one-way system in town. You know, basically

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

want the people out of downtown in the afternoon,

let"s do a one-way street system. Try it. That
would be a great project. Just do it. Please.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF CHARLOTTE MCCLAIN
CHARLOTTE McCLAIN: Hello. 1"m Charlotte
McClain. I live on Squak mountain. 1"ve been a
resident of Issaquah for seven years now. One of
the many reasons we cherish living in Issaquah is
the good air quality. The Southeast Bypass is a
definite threat to our air quality.

It is vitally important that we"re aware

the Draft EIS page S-8 on air quality determines,
quote, "Significant new impacts would not occur."
Significant new impacts would not occur to our air
quality here in Issaquah? With the various
alternatives looked at including the Southeast

Bypass? Really? The Southeast Bypass is

to improve air quality and field conservation in

Issaquah by leaning to fewer cars backed up on

Street.

54

as

levels

or

Road,

studies

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Well, Issaquah is nestled at the basin of
three mountains. We"re at the bottom of the bowl.

Ken Swiegert of Puget Sound Air Pollution Control

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

said in the Issaquah Press article dated May 23rd,

1990, quote, "Small areas between mountains such

Issaquah Valley can collect particularly high

of O0-zone."™ End quote.
Now, whether those high levels of 0O-zones

are cumulated along Front Street as they are now,

a bit further over where the purported Southeast

Bypass will intersect with the lIssaquah-Hobart

it will still settle in our Issaquah Valley, but
it"s not going to impact our air quality. Really?
The Draft EIS said that O-zone measurements
and projections were not necessary. Regarding air
quality in Section S-8, Summary Table S-2 of the
Draft EIS air quality, mitigation not required for

all alternatives. Really? 1 question what

were used to create the Draft EIS that determined
significant new impacts would not occur in that
mitigation not required for all. How old is the

data that these studies were based on?
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20
most

21
22
23
24

25

10
11
12

13
by

14

15
16
17
18

19

1 challenge the final EIS to include the

recent research that reflect its impacts of air

pollution on human health in the surrounding

environment. Did the model used to determine the

impacts of the Southeast Bypass on air pollution

consider the extreme topography of the narrow

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

Issaquah Valley?

How can the EIS state significant new
impacts would not occur to our air quality? The
developers are waiting for the Southeast Bypass so
they can build 500-plus new residents that will
utilize the bypass, with the addition of the
Highlands and Calcary developments yet to come.

With additional traffic flow to and from
several million square feet of new commercial and
retail businesses to be built within those
residential developments, how can these not impact
our air quality?

Here are a few other concerns not addressed

the Draft EIS hazards to air quality. The county

contributing $5 million to the Southeast Bypass
construction so they can utilize the bypass for
garbage trucks. Cedar Hills Landfill states they
currently operate a fleet of 100 trucks, each of

which makes five or more trips to the landfill a

no

use

not,

trucks

carbon

must

amount

just

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

day.
The Draft EIS grossly underestimates the

number of daily truck trips. The Draft EIS makes

mention of resanding gravel trucks. Don"t they

the Southeast Bypass to access Highway 18. If

the final EIS must include mitigation measures to

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 56

prevent this.

The Draft EIS makes no mention of other

traveling east on 1-90 who might use the Southeast
Bypass to access Highway 18. The final EIS must
include mitigation measures to prevent this.

As previously stated, the Draft EIS grossly
underestimates the number of daily truck trips on
the Southeast Bypass. These trucks are diesel

fueled. This fuel creates greater amounts of

monoxide and particulate matter. The final EIS

include mitigation to control this increased

of air pollution.

Residential and commercial developers are

lying in wait for the Southeast Bypass to be

completed so they can build, build, build. The
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16

17
address

18
and

19
20

21

22
23
24

25

month.

room

10
11

12

county is waiting for the Southeast Bypass so they

can truck, truck, truck. The final EIS must because

these issues regarding the impact of air quality 1

mitigate, mitigate, mitigate. already

Remember the saying, build it and they will
friend
come? Oh yeah, they"ll come, along with all the

pollution. Thank you.

MR. HAFF: Before Linda speaks, 1°d like to remind

the audience of two things: One, you can leave

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

written comments on the table in the back and you
can also forward written comments, as all the

directions inform you, up to the 15th of this

And secondly, there"s also another hearing room in

the back if you want to give statements in that

instead of this one. Go ahead, Linda. And

he
following Linda will be in Sharon Duclos.

SHARON DUCLOS: 1"m Sharon.

MR. HAFF: Oh, I"m sorry, Linda will be next.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

STATEMENT OF SHARON DUCLOS

SHARON DUCLOS: This is rather awkward

I don"t imagine the audience is interested in what

have to say, but | assume that Mr. Haff has

heard my comments. A couple of months ago a

of mine and I traveled all over the plateau. She
spent seven years on a committee drafting controls
so that we didn"t have a plateau like we"ve got.

I used to stand in the parking lot of the
Holiday Inn and watch the eagles over the airport.
Stand in that parking lot now and look east.

The bypass proposes a light at the south end
of the bypass regardless of which alternative it

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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follows. There"s also a light at the Renton
Issaquah Road and Hobart Road. With all the
additional traffic, the guy who jumps off Poo Poo

Point in a hang glider is going to be dead before

hits the ground anyway from the pollution.
Please have the courage to say no. There
aren"t many politicians who will. I hope we have

some in Issaquah.

STATEMENT OF LINDA HIELM
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City"s

LINDA HIELM: 1 want to talk about visual
quality. The visual quality analysis beginning on
page 4-146 is inadequate. The visual resources of
Issaquah are perhaps the city"s most important

asset. The Vision Statement of the City of

bears repeating at this time.

"The City of Issaquah is committed to

living through preservation and enhancement of the
community®s unique human and natural resources."
Furthermore, number one on the list of the

city"s guiding principles and goals is

excellence, and the first bullet in this category

to establish and implement measures to preserve
Issaquah®s natural beauty.

Only three view sheds were used to evaluate

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

visual quality and these were given a cursory

review. The photographs are poor quality, there

no visual quality object to relate to, there is
little or no discussion of middle or background
views, and there are no planimetric or perspective
views.

The relationship of this project to the

trees?

city

that

responsible

construction?

takes

blend

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

vision statement and the guiding principles and
goals must be covered in the EIS. The visual
quality section also mentions the roadway would be

screened with vegetation. Are these existing

What if the landowner decided to cut the trees?

Would there be some sort of easement where the

maintains these trees if they are on private
property? In the event of land and tree clearing,

who is responsible for the remaining trees left

are blown over on to houses? Or who is

if land erosion and slides result from

This should all be redressed in the EIS.

The visual quality sections of the DEIS

up 14 pages, ten of which are useless full-page
photographs. Out of four pages of text there are
four lines pertaining to the mitigation of visual
degradation. These four lines are worth repeating

here in light of the City"s vision statement.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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Walls and other structures that may have

relatively high visibility could be painted to
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possible.
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the

18
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258

20
square

21
22

23
acquired

24

25

with existing vegetation and topography. The use

large concrete walls should be minimized and
materials for such walls should be compatible with

the surrounding environment to the extent

In other words, the mitigations of visual quality
degradation could be zero.

In addition, Figures 4-19 and 4-20, view

are conceptual changes at the corner of Bush and
Sixth Streets using Alternative B. This is very
misleading due to not completing pictures of the
severe impact to that hillside with Alternatives A
and F. The EIS should include conceptual pictures
for Alternatives A and F with the placement of a
retaining wall along this hillside.

Another matter of utmost importance is in

land use section. Pages 4-111 to 4-115, Table

14-417 mentions acquisition of Parcel No. 9200.

square feet for Alternatives 1 and 2 and 2486

feet for Alternatives 5 and 6.
However, there is no mention in the text of

north route single family properties being

for these alternatives. This should be addressed
the EIS along with its implications.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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The EIS must also include a plan and profile

the road to determine where retaining walls will

located in the north-end area and how high they

be. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF SALLY GROMMON
SALLY GROMMON: Thank you. I would urge the

counsel to vote for Alternative 7 and just scrap

these plans. My main concern, among others, is
noise, as many have said already. It says

repeatedly in the DEIS that Issaquah High School

severe noise increase impact and yet there"s only
mitigation as | understand for the North A
Alignment. 1 don"t understand why that"s so.

As 1 understand it, the Northeast South

Alignment is favored by the Council and if this

moves forward there will be no noise mitigation

IHS or it"s nearby residents.

Page 417 describes it as not feasible or not
reasonable to construct. Why is this the case? 1
don"t understand. Also, what does constraint by
local access actually mean as noted on Table 4-8.

1"m wondering what noise studies were done

cut considerably the great influx of garbage
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25 and motorcycles and other vehicles that will be 23 MR. HAFF: 1 believe that was an erroneous
24 statement from whomever made it and, in fact,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 25 they"ve taken no action whatsoever on any of the

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
1 stopping and starting along the three lights.

2 Someone else mentioned, too, psychological or Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

3 academic studies for the students. How will that 1 alternatives.

4 impact them? 2 SALLY GROMMON: Somebody preferred it.
and S I work at Issaquah Middle School as an EA 3 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That"s the project team's

6 1 can tell you that these kids need a quiet, good 4 preference, right?

7 environment. We endured two years of construction 5 MR. HAFF:  That®s correct.

8 renovation projects and there were many, many 6

9 moments in time when everyone, teachers and staff ’ STATEMENT OF BARBARA SHELTON

10 alike, were stopped and gazing out the window at 8 BARBARA SHELTON:  The Draft EIS for the
the 9 Southeast Issaquah Bypass does not address all

1 source of noise. It was just very distracting and 10 possible alternatives nor accommodation of any of

12 impossible to go on. So I urge you to vote for 11 them. One project is not a solution. The Draft

13 No. 7 of the Alternative plans. Thank you. EIS

14 12 also does not address all of the impact.

15 MR. HAFF: Sally indicated that she had 13 What is the cause of Issaquah®s traffic

16 interpreted the documents to the effect that the 14 congestion? Traffic studies have found that

17 Council had expressed a preference for an 15 congestion was caused by a combination of
alignment. 16 pass-through commuter traffic, school-related

o 18 That®"s not true. The Council has taken no 17 traffic, meaning school buses, parents

position transporting

19 whatsoever on any of the alternatives. 18 students and students transporting themselves, and

20 SALLY GROMMON: It was stated that at the 19 local truck trips within a geographically

21 round table meeting it was stated that they did restricted

2 prefer —- 20 valley with only one north-south route.
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Clearly, vehicle trips need to be diminished

not increased as the Southeast Issaquah Bypass

encourage.
No one alternative will solve Issaquah”s

traffic problem. The solution must be a

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

of regional and local approaches.

The DEIS did not consider a combination of
No-Build Alternatives, which is the only way this
problem will be dealt with in the long term. The
following alternatives need to be examined as one
alternative.

Local trips can be decreased with options

alternative transit, buses, bicycles and walkers.

However, the City of Issaquah must make major

and arterials accessible and safe for these

so people will stay out of their cars.
Commuter traffic can be controlled without
building a new road that will attract even more

vehicles. Construction of the 1-90 interchange

north and south SPARs will mitigate some of the
current congestion without a need for a bypass.

Commuter traffic could be managed with a

at

reverse.

lanes

Build

Hobart

for

for

Activity

High

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

signal on Issaquah-Hobart Road and State Route 18

the south-end and 1-90 to the north indicating

faster commutes using SR 18 to 1-90 and the

Accelerating build-out of SR 18 to four

as planned will entice commuters to that route.
Issaquah-Hobart Road could be metered at SR 18 and
Front Street could be metered at 1-90.

A long term complementary inevitable No-

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

Alternative would be to bring metro routes with

park-and-ride facilities through the Issaquah-

Road corridor.

School-related trips are a primary reason

school bus delays and could be controlled with

several measures. Incentives could be provided

students who ride school buses or bikes or walk to

discourage parent drop-offs and pick-ups.

buses could be available daily to all routes.

schools could restrict parking to students with
demonstrated need. Street parking near schools
could be prohibited. Buses could be housed at

satellite locations to the north and south of the
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66

10

district. Please consider the most compelling
argument against the proposed bypass. It wouldn™t
work.

With speeds of only 35 miles an hour and

allowing for the deceleration of three lights,

would again be backed up and waiting in traffic,

this time on a new road. The Southeast Bypass

not be a true bypass. A true bypass has limited

access and increased speed. Three stoplights

1.5 miles makes this just another arterial.
Issaquah-Hobart Road would experience

increased traffic with no increase in capacity.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reportersl0l
Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

the morning more commuters would take
Issaquah-Hobart Road anticipating that the bypass
would move traffic more quickly. In the evening
commute, Ffive lanes of the bypass would merge with
three from Front Street into the existing two on
Issaquah-Hobart Road.

DEIS managers claim that with this road
already at capacity, traffic could get no worse.
However, addition of truck traffic and more

commuters extending the peak hours would cause

as

buses.

above,

EIS.

construction

to

known

streams

11
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20

21

22

23

24

25

safety lapses and incidents of road rage as well

endangering children as they enter the school

Finally, this proposed project would have

ramifications outside of Issaquah. As noted

the congestion would merely be moved one mile into
the county. The DEIS does not address impacts to
the residents of Issaquah-Hobart Road or the
neighborhood on 238th Way SE where the proposed
bypass merges with lIssaquah-Hobart Road. These

impacts need to be clearly stated in the final

According to the DEIS, trail heads on Tiger

Mountain would be destroyed during the

phase and relocated. The DEIS does not indicate
what temporary measures would be taken to provide

access during construction, nor does it indicate

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

where the trail heads would be relocated and when
that would be completed.

The DEIS notes that Tributary 0199, also

as Keys Creek which runs off Tiger Mountain under
238th Way SE and Issaquah-Hobart Road would be

relocated and culverted. The salmon-bearing

which merges with Issaquah Creek would be
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8 irreparably harmed which could cause flooding and 4

takes
9 loss of salmon habitat and must be addressed in
the 5
child
10 final EIS.
6
11 Please consider a combination of local and
7
12 regional alternatives to addressing lIssaquah®s
8
13 traffic congestion rather than a new route.
9
14 IHS
15 STATEMENT OF KARLA CRAIG 10
16 KARLA CRAIG: 1 have a great deal of 11
to
17 difficulty understanding how this, as people have
12
18 testified, questionable convenience can justify
the 13
19 probable negative impact on a captive audience in 14
20 three Issaquah schools. 15
21 What appears to be a very small increase in 16
1"ve
22 voice, actually, when you look at the numbers as
17
23 people have testified, is not a small increase.
It 18
want
24 could have a very significant impact on the
hearing. 19
about
25 In the April, 2000 issue of USA Today, Boris
20
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 21
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
22
23
B territorial
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
24
B B a
1 Fest, Professor of Speech and Hearing Science
25
2 explains that sound bounces off hard surfaces.
When
3 sound bounces around, it creates excessive noise
and

interferes with understanding speech. It only

a small change of speech-to-noise ratio for a

to go from understanding almost everything to
understanding very little.
This is not a small increase in noise. This

needs to be considered even more seriously since

and Tiger Mountain have always been open to noise.

And they need to open their windows if they want

get any kind of air conditioning.

Please reconsider this.

STATEMENT OF MIKE KUTCHEN

MIKE KUTCHEN: My name is Mike Kutchen.

been a resident of Issaquah since January of 1994.

1 live up on 565 SW Ellerwood Street. 1 really

to talk today about two topics. The first is

the visual effects of the road for homeowners that
live either right next to the adjoining properties
or those who live on Squak Mountain.

My property right now today has a

view and 1 look out over the Cascade Range. It"s

beautiful, beautiful view.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
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25 noise. 1711 be greatly reduced because 1"m living
1 IT a new road was to be put in and the with
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
2 the addition of Park Pointe, the view from my home 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
3 out the front window is going to start looking
4 similar to the view of Bellevue when you're Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
drivin
9 1 up the hill, but for those folks adjoining, this
5 eastbound on 1-90 and you see nothing but homes 1s
all
2 approaching 90 DB, which is a clear indicator,
6 the way across. It reminds me of some of the R R R
places 3 anything over 90 DB over a long period of time
7 in California that I"ve visited. 4 creates hearing loss.
8 What this means to me, besides the everyday ; 5 Since I°ve been involved in this project,
an
9 reminder of this blemish and everything else 1"ve B
6 1 haven™t been as good as some of my neighbors,
10 heard bad, is going to reduce the value of my but
home.
7 all 1 ever hear are the negatives about this.
11 1 discovered from my realtor that territorial B B B
views 8 Given all the negatives | hear about this, |
12 with no buildings or highways are worth a lot more 9 say well, where's the City Council learning about
13 than if there®s other homes or highways in your 10 all the positives. Certainly not from any of the
14 view. 11 meetings 1"ve been to, so it makes me wonder. Is
15 on top of that, there"s a noise issue. 12 this being expressed behind closed doors
Noise somewhere,
16 rises. Today, living on Squak Mountain where 1| 13 or in restaurants or in nightclubs with some small
do,
14 community. Are there some folks that are getting
17 I don"t get a visual view of 1-90, but 1| hear 1-90 R B
15 benefits here that don"t want to share those with
18 traffic. In the evening | hear a very soft hum of B
16 the rest of the population?
19 that traffic. It"s very clear that it"s there. B
17 We"ve been real nice here today. 1 haven"t
20 With the bypass, that"s going to get even worse. L B
So 18 heard anyone talk about what the ramifications,
the
21 1"m looking at additional noise pollution. L . B B B B
19 political ramifications of doing this might be. 1
22 1 did some checking today and they tell me
20 can tell you myself 1°m very happy to see some
23 that a garbage truck driving by produces 100 DB of city
24 noise. A diesel truck driving by produces 84 DB 21 council members here. 1 guess the mayor didn"t
of
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22 think this was important enough to come to. | 15 big business, and 1 think our city council and

don"t mayor
23 see her or some of the other city council members 16 ought to be concerned about the majority of the
24 here. Oh, is she here? Okay, then wonderful. 17 little people and not big business. Thank you.
25 The other thing I heard, too, about the 18
people
19 STATEMENT OF GEORGE COMSTOCK
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 20 GEORGE COMSTOCK: I sort of have two
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 separate
21 statements to make that are really not connected.
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 22 One is associated with traffic and the other is
23 associated with flooding and flood plains.
1 who are doing this is, it"s a small group of local 24 Regarding traffic, I have basically very bad
grow 2 people. Nothing to worry about. Small groups 25 news that may cost me some applause here with the
3 into larger organizations and 1 guess the question Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
4 that I would tell all city council members today 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
and
5 the mayor and all those folks is, come election
time Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00
72
6 there will be ramifications of this. And
certainly
1 audience. The problem is that with the
7 this small group might grow into a much larger installation
group
2 of the four-way interchange at Exit 18, the
8 by that time, and the ramifications of all that Issaquah
come
3 High School is going to be experiencing
9 from -- the next election may not be what you dramatically
folks
4 increased levels of traffic, regardless of what
10 envision today. I will certainly remember and I
5 happens to the bypass.
11 won"t be voting for any city council member or the
6 In fact, the bypass will probably reduce the
12 mayor if this bypass goes through, because 1
haven®t 7 levels of traffic and will certainly make it safer
13 heard anything positive about it. And my 8 for high school students because the traffic
perception that"s
14 is we"re getting railroaded here for the purpose 9 going to be drawn on Second Avenue if the bypass
of is
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And

11
12
13
14
15

16
should

17

18
interchange

19

20
as

21
22
23

24
be.

25

to

year

South

not built is going to create a tremendous mess.

you do see that at Second and Sunset, the level of
traffic increases dramatically when you see the
No-Build Alternative as opposed to the build
alternative.

That point, basically, in my mind makes the

bypass the best of a lot of poor choices. We

have made the decision not to build that bypass or

not to build the interchange. When that

went in, it"s simply not practical for the

neighborhood that lives there and the high school

it is. They"re really not in a position where
they" Il be able to function.
So the No-Build Alternative sounds like it"s

going to be status-quo but, in fact, it will not

That"s my one point.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

With respect to flooding, and I just wanted

be more specific about some of the issues that are
bought up in the Draft EIS and some areas where
there may be some room for improvement.

We notice that nowhere in there is there

actually a flood map shown delineating the 100-

flood area. |1"m speaking particularly of this

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

situation,

volume

really

really

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A alignment.

We would actually really like to have that
flood map identified and we understand that that"s
based on pretty preliminary information. 1 would
like to make sure that the flooding issues at the
south end are addressed quite conservatively until
other information can be found.

Also, 1 suspect that the flooding issues are
treated as if -- they"re down at the south end --

are treated as if it"s a pure back water

whereas in a situation where there"s only really

standing water that needs to be basically the

that would be lost in any roadway alignment would
simply be replaced in time by, if not in volume,

someone else. In fact, during flood events,

the area on the South A Alignment of Sixth Avenue
serves as a secondary channel. 1t"s basically an

overflow that accepts water to the south end and

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

then sends it out further north and so there

is a conveyance issue that needs to be addressed.
The third issue is the mitigation measures

that are described, and there really isn"t much to
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like

doesn"t

10
11

12
with

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
But

23
interested

24

25

describ in the mitigation measures, and 1 would

to see more for flooding issues.
There is shown a flood mitigation. There is

an area for flood mitigation, but it really

appear to be appropriate for where the flooding
actually occurs. It"s actually considerably
downstream from the real choke points. Flooding

where South A aligns it comes in close contact

the main Issaquah Creek. What"s really needed as
far as | can tell is some flood mitigation that
would be upstream from where the choke point is.

It may be possible to create a channel that
brings overflow water to the flood mitigation as
shown, but that"s not identified and it will
probably end up taking more wetlands.

The other issue is that it suggests that the
alternate that the Erickson property, which is a

park, a proposed park, be used for mitigation.

1"m gathering that the park is really not

in having that property used as mitigation for

flooding. And, so there really are very limited

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 75

options for flooding mitigation on the South A

Alignment and I think it needs to be more clearly

the

with

for

the

over

And

and

to

10

11

12
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16

17
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20

21

22

23

24

25

identified. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF JOHN SHERIDAN

JOHN SHERIDAN: Thank you. John Sheridan.

live at 675 Jasmine Place NW here in Issaquah at

base of Squak, and my wife and 1 are extremely
concerned about this project.
I don"t come from a science background, only

common sense, and when you have a 1.5 mile road

three lights, and then the small print, future
involvement, it"s advertised more as a bypass than

what it really should be called. An access road

future big development.
Is that what we need? Come on. Come on.

Let"s not sell our town out. We don"t even know

impacts yet of East Cooper Village set to go in

at SR 900. 1700 plus homes, commercial space.

what are the impacts going to be when Issaquah
Highlands are built, also known as Berring Ridge,
thanks Ken Berring.

It"s ridiculous. Do we have to be sliced

diced. Is this competition? What are we trying

be, the most sliced and diced town? What"s the

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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24 we throw enough ideas together as a community,
we"re
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 76 25 intelligent people here, very intelligent. Why
not
1 reward, what"s the prize?
R . Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
2 We just can"t have another development. No, 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
3 no, no to Park Pointe development. This is not a
4 bypass road. Take out the lanes, just having the Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 77
5 bypass alone is enough development.
1 throw 150, 200 ideas together and we"ll get a few
6 More deer and pets will be killed on the
road. 2 that stick rather than just one alternative to a
7 Hiking trails will be destroyed, the Sportsmen®s 3 bypass.
8 Club, the elementary school, Issaquah High School. 4 What about -- this might sound really
9 It"s ridiculous, it"s common sense. 5 visionary or maybe farfetched, what about a little
10 Remember, City Council, you represent us, 6 snow tunnel through the peak of Tiger Mountain.
our For
11 futures. You“re very nice people, but you don"t 7 those of us who are concerned about the snow, what
12 have to be sold out by the big developers. Whose 8 about a little tiny little tunnel along the upper
13 interests are being served? Who kicked in 9 portion. That could be done. That could be done.
14 $1 million for this project? Who? Look it up 10 There"s a number of ways we could look at
this
15 yourself.
11 and I™m just trying to use common sense. We don"t
16 It"s really frustrating. Besides buses
going 12 know the impacts of Issaquah Highlands, this East
17 through and gravel trucks, dump trucks, there"s 13 Cooper Village and why have the town come to a
480
14 standstill? And just, again, no to Park Pointe
18 homes. There®s not just one car per home. At
least 15 development. This really isn"t a bypass, it's a
raw
19 three, right, nowadays?
16 deal. Thank you.
20 As far as SR 18, why isn"t that being looked
17
21 at more so with an extra commuter lane? Why don"t
18 STATEMENT OF ROWAN HINDS
22 we have more van pools, with the snow chains.
This 19 ROWAN HINDS: Good evening. Can you hear
me?
23 might sound really outlandish, but you know what,
if 20 My name is Rowan Hinds. 1 live at 1571 Sycamore
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21
don"t

22

23
background

24

25

route

of

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
itself

18

Drive here in Issaquah. For those of you that

19
as
know me, 1"ve been involved with the city for some
20
18 years up until 1997, so I do have some
21
in how we got to this point. 1 think it"s rather 22
unfortunate but not all that unusual for the 23
24
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters some
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
25
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 78
situation.
1 guess 1 would agree that Highway 18 is by
79
far the preferred regional traffic route.
Unfortunately with human nature being what it is, 1
necessary.
Hobart Road will always be seen as the shorter
2
sufficient
for a majority of people than Highway 18, so we"re
3
stuck with that.
4
The reason we got to this particular series Hobart
5
route alternatives for a bypass is because there the
were a lot of other ones that were looked at and 6
this was by far the preferable to those other 7
routes. None of which made a lot of sense 8
environmentally if nothing else. 9
I won"t take the time to debate the many 10
traffic issues that have been raised. 1°d be more 11
and
than happy to talk about those with individuals at
12
other times but | guess to speak to the DEIS that
13
tonight. a

1 think it makes sense to locate the route

far east as possible. That would tend to minimize
the noise impact to begin with. I think it"s
necessary to look at additional noise mitigations.
1 think there obviously will be some residents

dislocated and 1 think that also it would make

sense to favor wetlands and flood plains to an

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00

additional one or two homes, if that were

I firmly believe that two lanes is

particularly as long as Hobart Road remains two

lanes. | guarantee if there were a four lane

Road there is nothing that we could do to solve

problem. 1 think it"s absolutely crucial that
Hobart Road remain two lanes, and one way of doing
that is to keep the bypass two lanes.

I think we also then need to look at
addressing divisional impacts as were mentioned

earlier. That"s very important to the community

I think that"s very doable. One of the lessons

I learned in my many years in office, relative to
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14
never

15
saying

16
17
18
19
20
21

22
many

23
on

24

25

Issaquah

and

situation like this, is it"s never easy, it"s

simple, and you could never solve it by just

no. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF KELLY SMITH

KELLY SMITH: Good evening. Kelly Smith,

seven-year Squak Mountain resident. Now, we"ve

heard here, and I certainly have many, many

disturbing conflicts in the EIS report and the

negative effects the Southeast Bypass would have

our community. Increased noise and air pollution,

destruction of our wetlands and aquifers, the

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 80

harmful effect on wildlife, and many more equally
damaging long-term environmental violations all
contributing to the degradation and destruction of
Issaquah®s beauty and quality of life.

1°d like to read to you from the City of

Issaquah®s Vision Statement. "The City of

is committed to quality living and preservation

enhancement of the communities unique human and

natural resources."

with

you.

Gregg-

else

already

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

My question is, how can the city proceed

momentum on the Southeast Bypass when many of the
results of the EIS report are in direct conflict
with the city"s statement of preserving and

enhancing our unique natural resources? Thank

MR. HAFF: 1 have no more signatures on the
sign-up page. Would anybody like to speak who
hasn"t spoken and did not sign up? If so, please

come forward and give us your name.

STATEMENT OF SHERILL GREGG

SHERILL GREGG: Hi. My name is Sherill

1"ve lived in Issaquah for 40 years and 1"ve seen
many, many, many, changes in this town. [I"m not

going to get into any details because everybody

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 81

has pretty much said it, but we need to go further
east. Absolutely further east. It"s impacted so
many things by coming so close to town, and 1 live

just half a mile From Sunset Way and they"ve

burned those houses down, and it kind of irritates
me.

Is it pretty much all set up because they"ve
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4 here. 1t feels like everything we say is still
8 already burned the houses and everything? Are we
5 going to just go on outside of our control, and 1
9 Just flapping our lips or what the heck is going
on? 6 wonder why that is because everyone is supposed to
10 But anyway, | would just like to see a little 7 represent us. We live here.
change
8 I own a store and 1 have hundreds of people
11 in town and that does not mean we need another
9 come in my store everyday that say, What is going
12 bypass real close. We need to go further out to
18. 10 on? Why aren®t things changing and making our
lives
13 Thank you.
11 more livable? They"re more livable for those
14 MR. HAFF: Would anyone else like to speak
12 passing through, they"re more livable for those
15 who hasn®"t had an opportunity yet? Going once,
13 people moving into town, but for those people
16 going twice. Yes, ma“am. Come forward, please. who*ve
17 14 lived here forever, it"s way different. For those
18 STATEMENT OF CONNIE MARSH 15 who"ve lived here for 10 years, every day, the
19 CONNIE MARSH: My name is Connie Marsh and 1 16 quality of our life degrades.
20 live up here on Squak Mountain, also. |1 agree 17 Now, 1 look over Issaquah Highlands every
with day
21 what people are saying today, but above and beyond 18 and | see it getting barer and barer and barer and
1
22 all of the details of this matter, the larger
issue 19 say, you know, water goes down and they say we
have
23 is a lack of control of the local government by
the 20 it under control. If you build more over
wetlands,
24 people, and 1 think that is where a lot of this
21 you have more loose water, no aquifers, we"re just
25 frustration comes from.
22 going to pipe water from Bellevue, that will solve
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters 23 the problem. We"ll just continue paving
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 everything.
24 But then again, 1 love the trees. 1 love the
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 82 25 animals. 1 love the sense of community that parts
1 We talk, we talk, we talk and still all the Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
B B 101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
2 developments go. Still the bypass feels like a
done
3 deal. It does feel like we"re flapping our lips Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 83
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thinks,
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by
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substantial.
11
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What
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a
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going
17
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Newport*s
20
here
21
22
23
the

of Issaquah has and I wonder who"s listening.

seen all of these people at different meetings all
talking and nothing ever happens in our direction.

1 have been to an Issaquah meeting in the

where they say, No matter what the community

we are going to the year 2010, and we are going to
progress. And I know perfectly well that the city

is mainly run by city management more than it is

city council, and there"s an underlying method of

making this city bigger, making it more

It looks great on their resumés, but what

it do for us? It doesn"t do a heck of a lot.

does the bypass do for us? Well for people who

would like to go south, it would probably help for

while.

But as | see it, pretty soon we"re just

to have three exits with cars stacked up on the
freeway, and then we"re going to have Front Street

fill up, and Hobart will be full, and then

going to be full, and we"re going to be sitting

going, Now what do we do when we could have
addressed these issues now before spending all the

money and causing all the future development and

24

25

10

11
you.

12
and

13
have

14
you

15
save

16
17
18

19
standing

20

noise, the pollution, the everything.

1 think maybe 20 people have said, we have

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 84

many smart people here. Listen to us, we can make

solution that will be long term, very broad, and
maybe please us, too, and then we won"t just be
frustrated all day long. Somebody has to listen,
and how do we make you listen? Do we have to sue?

What do we have to do?

STATEMENT OF MARGARET ADARE
MARGARET ADARE: | didn"t sign up because 1
had no intentions of getting up today.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Margaret, we can"t hear

MARGARET ADARE: My name is Margaret Adare

1 live at 1275 Front Street South, Issaquah. 1

been in my home for almost 53 years. As many of

probably know, 10 years ago | raised my home to

it from the floods and | enjoy living there in the
neighborhood because of the neighborhood.
Three years ago | was attacked by a Rottweiler and

because of the neighborhood I live in, | am

here today, my life was saved.
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605
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18
and

1 would like to let you know that 1 hope
whatever your decisions are, you will keep our
neighborhood in mind and keep it intact as-is. 1

thank you very much.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339

Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 85

STATEMENT OF ROBERT RAKITA

ROBERT RAKITA: I live on the south end of
town. | live at 24998 SE 155th Place, Issaquah,
Washington.

The DEIS studies have been drafted to treat
the Southeast Bypass project solely as an Issaquah
problem while simultaneously identifying increased
traffic as the by-product of regional growth.
However, while identifying the causes, the DEIS
neglects to address regional solutions to traffic
management.

The Issaquah Valley falls into this area.

DEIS treats the bypass as an entity unto itself.
This is inaccurate and could be reasoned as an
attempt to obscure a long-term agenda for its

facilitating and eventual roof of the proposed I-

corridor.

Studies completed since 1989 through 1997

19

congestion

as

86

destination.

that

driven

20

21

22

23

24

25

2

3

4

5

10

11

12

13

14

15

included in the DEIS have focused on the

at Front Street and 1-90 as a core of the problem

a massive of influx of commuters to Issaquah.
Obviously, this is not true because it has been
established that 80 percent of the traffic is
passing through.

Using recent figures of transferring this,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters

101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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this turns into 36,000 daily trips passing through
Issaguah to somewhere else, leaving 9,000 daily
trips as necessary trips for residents within the

area of the valley with Issaquah as the

For all the studies completed, the issues

impact the Issaquah Valley has not been addressed.
There appears to be no comprehensive study for the
effects of the Southeast Bypass on the Issaquah

Valley. Although the bypass proposes to alleviate

current 45,000 plus trips a day from going through
Front Street, those cars still travel along the

Issaguah Hobart Road, a two-lane road safely

at 45 miles per hour.
How is this road supposed to sustain an

increase in traffic at 45 to southeast of a short
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with
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by

21
the

22
moving
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1
stoplight

10
project

11

12

cut? In short, it cannot. The projected increase 13
designated
in daily truck trips is expected to rise to 125
14
Jjust King County sanitation trucks using the newly 15
alongside
accessible truck road.
16
No estimates are given for the daily usage feed
17
private businesses. If the increase in traffic
18
road engenders, the back-ups created by slow 19
20
traffic, which is virtually inevitable due to the
21
existing curvatures of the road. And what will be
22
six stoplights will, in all probability, would
23
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339 24
25
Draft EIS Hearing, 8/1/00 87
necessitate, the addition of an additional
at Mirrormont permitting egress for residents of
88
that community.
A total of seven stoplights, seven places to 1
slow down, brake, stop and accelerate. This will 2
was
increase air pollution and noise in a valley that
3
can readily seem to stratify air layers and has a
4
steady increase in noise ricocheting off the to
southeast Tiger Mountain. 5
The Cedar Grove roads are projected to 6
which
a cut-off of the bypass. Issaquah-Hobart Road 7
it's

passes over five creeks and parallels wetlands.

There have been no studies or mitigations

for the Issaquah-Hobart Road in the area that over

its length from Issaquah into SR 18, runs

wetlands and creeks as well as over creeks that

into the salmon streams and the Issaquah aquifer.
Any construction or run-off and catch basins
along the length of the Issaquah-Hobart Road would
be built at the level of the water take, in effect
opening up holes into which existing wetland water

will beach. In actuality what will be created

be ponds incapable of fulfilling their intended
purpose of distilling surface run off.

In a recent accident in which a mother died,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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her baby severely injured, bears testimony to the

limited capacities of the road. Also, to note,

an incident involving oil spillage from a truck

accident which was minor, but given its proximity

an adjacent creek served as a warning for the

serious consequences possible for the project

will be a short-time solution at best, in fact,
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stated in the DEIS.
With increase of traffic, bicycle travel not

uncommonly present as a recreational tourist draw

our area will be severely curtailed, if not become
wiped out. As a parent with a teenaged son and a
daughter, this presents a definite concern.

There are no studies for mitigations
pertaining to the effect on Issaquah Valley by the

Southeast Bypass. | would note in closing that

definition of mitigate is to make mild, soft, or
tender; to assuage or lesson. Mitigate does not
make better, correct, or prevent. It just makes

things not as bad over a period of time. Clearly

depth of 1000 cuts, which our town and surrounding

environments are going to be subject to. Thank

STATEMENT OF DAVID EDFELTD

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, Court Reporters
101 Yesler Way, #505 * Seattle, WA * (206) 682-9339
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DAVID EDFELDT: 1"m David Edfeldt. 12706
Issaquah Park Road, a 22-year resident of Hobart
Road. There®s a couple things 1 want to say.
Number one is those of you who have not made your

comments in the other room, if you don"t want to

which

goes

we"re

think

way .

about
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speak here, that"s fine, but please make sure that
your comments are heard and recorded in the other
room. It"s a very painless experience. 1 had a
good time in there.

Since most of my comments have been made
there, there are just a couple of things I missed
that 1°d like to add here. One is my very great
concern about what are we going to see happen to
1-90 once we get all these people rolling off the
plateau.

We"re already starting to see the backup

is already beginning to happen on 1-90. 1-90

through Issaquah being basically like 405 that

through downtown Bellevue. Even without this

bypass, once we put this bypass in this place,

going to be backing people up on this side who

that this is the shortest way, this is the easy

All these other things you®ve already heard, so

really concerned that not enough has been said

what is going on with 1-90 already. Even if this
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thing works the way we think it will, people won"t

be able to get on that road.
The other concern people have with bypassing

town is, of course, head north up the side of the

lake. There hasn®"t been enough addressed with it

already. i

seeing.

One place under 1-90, beside the Mexican

restaurant, there"s a way that we could get

road underneath there. It would be possible that .

you could route traffic that"s on Front Street terve

through that road, spin them around, make a Q up

there out of the way of traffic that"s trying to just

north and south through Front Street. That would

a much less expensive proposition and wouldn®t
impact this delicate land.

1"m deeply concerned about this last

comments. | agree totally with what he had to say
about the impact on Issaquah Creek. That creek
could be carrying much more salmon than it is now. on

They"re stopped currently at the hatchery. 1
what

wish they would break that thing down because it

really is a rich, rich environment. And as we

allowing more and more development south of town,

this thing will permit, it"s really going to

a worse problem for the estuary, the creek.
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Finally, I do have grave concerns about the
competence in the community in this

development-driven sort of scenario that I™m

1"ve seen it happen with the development across
town, over where Costco is, that area over there.

We"ve seen it with the development on Gilman.

seen what"s happened on the plateau.

1 think there"s a perception that if you

wait long enough, people will get discouraged.
They" 1l give up and they"ll just quit coming to
meetings and then the developers can do what they
want to do. And 1"m gravely afraid that we"re in
that sort of situation again where we"ve already
been through this a couple years ago.

Now the drawings look pretty radically

different. Suddenly we"re allowing a development

the hill. More lights. This doesn"t look like

we were talking about a couple years ago, and the
essence of what this thing was supposed to do, |
don"t even think it will do anymore. So that"s my

comments. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF MARY CHARROW
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MARY CHARROW: Good evening. 1°m Mary
Charrow. We have a family of four living on Squak
Mountain for about a year and a half now. 1 have
two teenagers at Issaquah High School and I think
that the high school tends to be not right through
the bypass, but so directly near it. Of course,

both my kids are athletes, which 1"'m very glad

but 1 live there, too, and it is a beautiful

1 don"t think it"s just the aesthetic values that

we"re talking about here. 1t"s the location and

direct vulnerability.

If you want to keep a community healthy you
have to look to the health of the kids, and that
starts at the school. And, secondly, the valley

coming south is just too narrow to support the

of structure that they have drawn here. And
thirdly, I don"t want it. | don"t like it, I like

the way it is. |1 know it"s congested. There has

be a far more viable use of development, in my

Thank you.

MR. HAFF: Would anyone else like to

for

the

year

from

to

talked

and

22

23

24

25
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please come forward and give us your name and

address.

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS SCHAFF
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PHYLLIS SCHAFF: I was going to save this

another time because it doesn"t directly address

DEIS. However, after hearing all this stuff, a

or so ago | started making some phone calls. 1

wanted to find out who is ultimately benefiting

this bypass. 1 got passed around a whole bunch of
times. A bunch of different phone calls.

I wrote down a couple of names and 1 talked

someone at First Wellington. Now I understand

someone else has the development now. But we

for a while and I said, you know, I live on Bush
Street. | have a nice dry basement. What are the
chances of that staying like that? And he said,

you won"t have it. If that development goes in

the bypass, you won"t have a dry basement. He
actually told me that. He"s a developer.

And another thing that hasn®t been talked
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speak?

guess
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10
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by
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about much, who"s paying for this? Where is all
this money coming from? We"re retired. |1 don"t
want to pay for it. This is not fair. It"s the
citizens of Issaquah that are paying and I don"t
think they"re making that very clear, so again, |
say no bypass. Use 18. |It"s there. 1t can be
used. There are a lot of solutions and this isn"t
good and 1 don"t want floods and a wet basement.
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So, | say no bypass.
MR. HAFF: What is your name and address?

PHYLLIS SCHAFF: Phyllis Schaff, 375 SE 95

Street.

MR. HAFF: Would anyone else like to
Going once, going twice. Seeing none, then, |

we will close the hearing. Staff will remain in

for
room in the back. We will be here until eight
o"clock if you"d like, and attempt to share any me
information that you may ask us about. Thank you
very much. And by the way, please don"t forget to
get written comments. Either in the box behind us made

or send them to the address on the comment sheets

August 15th. Thank you very much.
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CERTIFICATE
STATE OF WASHINGTON )

) ss.
COUNTY OF KING D)

1, Nancy L. Bauer, a Notary Public in and

the State of Washington, do hereby certify:

That the foregoing hearing was taken before

at the time and place herein set forth;

That the testimonials of the participants

at the time of the hearing were recorded
stenographically by me, and thereafter transcribed

under my direction;
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13 That the foregoing transcript is a true

record
14 of the testimonials given by the participants at
the
15 public hearing to the best of my ability.
16 1 further certify that 1 am in no way
related
17 to any party to this matter nor do I have any
18 interest in the matter.
19 Witness my hand and seal this 14th day of
20 August, 2000.
21
NANCY L. BAUER, Notary Public
22 in and for the State of
Washington,
residing at Seattle. Commission
23 expires April 19, 2004.
WA CCR No. BA-UE-RN-L330B5
24
25
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